FOQR Exhibits for Petition 784MRIN" A o

Maps showing location change s?ﬁﬁg%%ﬁﬁgﬂ

Man-Burch LLC Property Card (proposed pump
house site)
Correspondence with Canterbury land Use Office

“Countract” signed between PRE and Canterbury
Town Attorney’s opinion on the “contract”
Letter to the CSC from Canterbury First Selectman
5/20/08 Norwich Bulletin Article

Canterbury IWWC letter to CSC dated 4/2/08

Canterbury IWWC email to CSC dated 6/5/08
PRE letter to Canterbury IWWC dated 7/23/08
Excerpts from 2007 Canterbury EDC survey
Letter to CSC from Mr. Raymond Roode

Letter to CSC from Mr. Randy Stiliwell, CCOP

. Letter to CSC from Ms. Jacqueline Desrochers

Letter to CSC from My, Alton Orlomoski

Letter to CSC from Mrs. Eleanor Orlomoski

Letter to CSC from Mr. Bob Dumas

Letter to CSC from Mrs. Michele Marcotte

Letter to CSC from Mr. Raymond Shinkiewicz

Letter to CSC from Mr. and Mrs. Richard Gault

Canterbury P&Z, statement filed by Yaworski’s, 1977

. Petitioned Public Health Assessment, Yaworski
Landfill

[. Pump house property deed

J. Photo of Mrs. Haber in the Library

JK. Letter from Mr. Roger Shinkiewicz

L. Canterbury Assessor’s records, 1950-62
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Excerpts from CT’s 2008(305b) water assessment

. Statement from Ms. Margaret Miner, Executive

Director, Rivers Alliance of CT

Letter to CSC from Mrs. Alison Haber

Letter to USC from Ms, Jacqueline Desrochers

Letter to CSC from Mr. Robert Noiseux

Aspinook Pond (diversion/pump house area) photos
taken by Mr. Raymond Shinkiewicz
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Image Map/Lot/Unit : 62/ 12/B /17
Location: PACKER RD
Owner Name: MAN-BURCH LLC
Account Number: 00203602

Parcel Value
Assessed Value
43,734
Owner of Record

MAN-BURCH LLC
67 SHERWOOD LN
NORWICH, CT 06360

Ownership History

Owner Name Book/Page Sale Date
MAN-BURCH LLC 178/ 145 3/23/2006
ASPINOOK LLC 104/ 526 8/29/1996
Land Use

Land Use Code Land Use Description

3900 DEVEL LAND
Land Information

Size Zone
15.50 AC RD

Important : This parcel falls under public act 490.
Any parcels under public act 496 will have a much lower assessed value than 70%.
Construction Detail

Building # 1

STYLE Vacant Land MODEL Vacant

Building Information

Living Area: 0 square feet Year Built: Building Value: 0

Extra Features
Code Description Units

Sale Price
10,00(
(



No Extra

Building

Features

Qutbuildings

Code Description
No Outbuildings

Building Sketch
Vacant Land, No Sketch

Units




ward to Steve?

Can you please fo:
Thanks

Monday, July 28, 2008 3:04 PM

From:

"Steven Sadlowski" <StevenSadlowski@canterbury-ct.org>

To:

bobnoiseux(@yahoo.com
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Hi Mr. Noiseux: Any use in the Rural District, other than residential for the most part, requires a
Special Exception in Canterbury. | do not see where this kind of use can fall under a S/&,
however, since water pumping (stations) is not a listed aliowable use under that (or any other)
section. Without obtaining legal advice, | would say that an applicant wishing to have this use
would need to initiate a text modification to add it as an atllowable use within an appropriate
section of our regulations. No application has been filed on this as of yet. The regs are online on our
webpage: hitp://canterbury-ct. org/documents/PZ%20Regulations%6209-03%20current.doc Thanks-
Steven Sadlowski, CZEO

Town Planner & Zoning / Wetlands Enforcement

Town of Canterbury

1 Municipal Drive

Canterbury, CT 06331

v. (860) 546-6857

{. (860) 546-9632

stevensadlowski@canterbury-ci.org

From: Melissa Gil

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2008 12:55 PM

To: Steven Sadlowski (StevenSadlowski@canterbury-ct.org)
Subject: FW: Can you please forward 10 Steve? Thanks

From: bob noiseux [mailto:bobnoiseux@yahoo.com]
Senz Monday, July 28, 2008 12:42 PM
To: Melissa Gil



Subject: Can you please forward to Steve? Thanks

Hi Steve,

Welcome back. _

Can you please clarify a couple zoning issues for me?

Relative to most any property in towi:

1. Would a specific industrial usage such as a water pumping station ordinarily be permitted to
occur without the P&Z. special exception process allowing it?

Relative to Map 62 lot 12b:

2. Has the a special exception usage for a river water pumping station been approved by the
Town of Canterbury ?

3. Would you please email me the regulations regarding special exception (or make some
other arrangements to obtain this information)?

thanks,

Bob Noiseux






CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT

THIS ACGREEMENT. made this=?7 day of June. 2007, by and berween the TOWN OF
CANTERBURY. a municipal corporation (hercinafier referred to as the “Town") and
Plainfield Renewable Energy. LLC, 2 Delaware limited liability company properly authorized to
do basiness within the Swate of Connecticut and having a place of business at 20 Marshall Street,
Suite 300. Norwalk. Connecticut (hereinafier referred 10 as the "Contractor).

WITNESSETH:
ARTICLEI
The Work

The Contractor shall perform all the work necessary for the construction and completion
of work described as: reconstruction and resurfacing of a portion of Packer Road, as shown on
the plan attached hereto as Exhibit A and in accord with the terms hereof and the details shown
on Exhibit B, attached hereto. The purpose of the roadway reconstruction is to afford the
Contractor the opportunity 1o install within the Town's right of way a series of rwo water conduit

pipes, and use of the same under the terms hereof. [PRECISE DETAILS FROM DON AUBREY
TO BE INCORPORATED HERE]

Al work will be performed in a good workmanlike manner and in accordance with all
customary trade practices.

ARTICLE Y
Time of Commencement and Completion

L Work. Subject te the notifications and limbmations herein, the work to be
performed under this Agreement shall be commenced at a date elected by the Coniractor and
("Commencement Date™) and shall be fally completed on or before six (6) months of the
Commencemeni Date ("Completion Date") or such other extended date as may bs approved by
Town, in writing, in advance of the expiration of the Completion Date or any valid extension
thereof. During the work period. and until full completion of the work. the Contractor shail
diligently end continuously prosecute the work in a good and workmanlike manner. In the event
the work is not completed by said Completion Date, or as it may be futther exiended hereunder,
and as a result of such delay. Contractor shall be responsible for all actual damages resulting
tHerefrom including. but not limited to FIFTY AND NO/L00 ($50.00) DOLLARS for sach and
e‘gg'r}: day beyond said day that the work is not compieted. Notwithstanding anvthing herin to
the contary. the contracwal right to commence work and use the roadway shall expire. withous
nofice. unless work is commenced and diligently pursued no later than February 1, 2009,

ARTICLE I
All Costs and Expenses to be Paid by Contracior




All costs and expenses directly or indirectly related to the work. including. without
limitatien. Jabor. materials. overhead. hard and soft costs. surveying. design and drafting work.
permit or license fees. the full cost of all on-the-job supervision. utiliey connection fees,
equipment rental, sales and use mxes. clean up. site work, supplies and products furnished by any
subcontractor and Contractor with respect to the work. and all sums paid subcontractors and
materialmen furnishing labor and/or materials with respect o the work. and the cost of all fees
For utility service, alterations of existing utility lines or secvices. bonds. insurance of every kind
required by this Agreerneni. and all such costs and expenses arising from any changes in the
work. shall be borne by or paid timely by Contracior and be sufficient to complete fully all the
worl.

ARTICLETY
Town's Righis

1. The Town shall at all times have access to the work wherever it is in preparation and
Progress.

2. Town shall have the authority to reject work which does not conform to this
Agreement, Town ordinances, rules or regulations, or good wade practices, and shall have the
authority to stop work. or any portion thereof. if necessary to insure its proper execution. The
Town shall be reasonable in the exercise of this authority.

3. IF a dispue arises under paragraph 2 of this Article IV the matter will be resolved by
the Town Engineer, with the expense being paid by Contractor,

&, Wo fewer than thirty {30) days prior to the Commencement Date, Contractor shalt
provide Town. for the Town's approval, detailed plans for the work. The details plans shall
include indusiey standard constuction drawings, listing wmaterials and the progress and
sequencing of the work. crosion and sedimentation conmel work, environmental conirels and
such other plans, drawings or informaiton as the Town may require. The plan also shall provide
for a suitable devices W warn contractors and other persons working within the right of way of
the presence and location of the pipes. No work shall comumence without the Town giving its
approval, in writing. of these plans. Nothing in this paragraph. or in this Agreement. shall be
constened o be a grant of any permits required for the work. including. without limitation.
Zoning permits. regulated activity permits, and building permits. The approval shall not aperate
or be construed to be any warranty. representation or staiement as to the conformity of ihe
construction desisn 1o the standards of the Town of Canterbury nor w any standards of any
governmental agency or industry, whatsoever. and Contractor agrees o uncondisionally waive
any and all claims for damages. or any suits. actions, fines. penalies. injuncrive relief and other
injury or damage. against the Town for any defect or issue which arises from any lack of
conformity or complisnce. In addition. if for any veason any governmental agency or
instrumentality requires modifications to the work before. during or for & one-year period after
completion. Contractor assumes any and all responsibility o make such correction. at its sole
cost and expense. and agrees that any further work needed within the xight of way to comply
with requirements of the siandards will conform to the provisions of the this Agreement in all
respects. Within six mounths of the date of completion, Contractor shall file with the Townan as-



built survey plan. certified by a licensed survevor 1o the standards of the -2 survey. depleting
the location of the pipes within the roadway.

3. WNo fewer than thirty {30) days prior to the Commencement Date. Contractor shall
provide Town with $20.000 in good funds. by way of cash or check. 10 be used by the Town 0

install or prepare drainage and drainnge svstems within the roadway before or during the course
of construetion.

ARTICLE Y
{ontracter's Obligations

1. Contractor shall supervise and direct the work, using its best skill and attention. The
Contractor shall be solely responsible for all construction means, methods, techniques,
gequences, and procedures and for coordinating all portions of the work under the conlract.

2. Contractor shall at all times enforce strict discipline and good order among his

employees, and shall not employ on the work any unfit person or anyone not skilled in the task
assigned to him.

3. Contractor warranis to the Town that ali materials and equipment incorporated in the
work will be new unless otherwise specified, and that all work will be of good quality, free from
faults and defecis and in conformance with the Agreement documents.

4. Contractor shall pay all sales, consumer, use, and other sirntlar taxes required by law
and shall secure. and pay for, all permits, fees, and licenses necessary for the execution of the
work. All of the items shall be included in the cost of werk as defined in Article Il heveof.

5. Contractor shall give all notices and comply with all laws, ordinances, rules,
regulations. and orders of any public authority bearing on the performance of the worle, and shall
notify the Town if’ the drawings and specifications are at variance therewith and any necessary
changes shall be adjusted by appropriate modification. If Contractor performs any work knowing
it to be contrary to such laws, ordimances. rules, and regulations. and without such notice o
Town, he shall assume full responsibility therefor and shall bear all costs atwributable hereto.
Contractor shall. in addition to any requirement of law or regutation, provide written notice, af
Contracior's sole cost and expense, of the Commencement Date, the project purpose. and the
anticipated Completion Date. io all properly owners abutting the roadway no fewer than thinty
(30) days prior fo the Commencement Date.

6. Contwractor shall be responsible for the acts and omissions of all his employees and all
subeontractors. their apents and employees. and all other persons performing any of the work
under a contract with Contractor.

7. Contractor at all times shall keep the site reasonably frec from accumulation of waste
materials or rubbish caused by his operations. At the completion of the work Contractor shail




remove. at Contractor’s sole cost and expense: ali of Conwactor’s waste materials and rubbish
from and about the project. as well as Conteacior’s 1ools. consruction equipment, machinery and
surplus materials. and shall leave the work clean. During the course of construction, Contractor
shall promptly vepair all damage to adjoining property and. when finished working within an
area accessed bv 2 driveway. provide aprons to driveways affected by the wotk in accordance
with Town ordinances and regulations. all ar Coniractor’s sole cost and expense.

8  The Contractor shall indemnifv and hold harmless Town and its successors and
assigns. agents and employees from and ageinst all claims, damages. losses. and expenses
including attorneys' fees arising out of or resuliing from the performance of the work; provided
that such claim, damage, loss or expense (a) is attriburable to bodily injury, sickness. disease, or
death, or to injury to or destruction of tangible property {other than the work itself) including the
loss of use resulting therefrom: and {b) is caused in whole or in part by any negligent act or
omission of Contractor, any subcontractor, anyone direcily or indirectly employed by any of
them. or anyone for whose acts any of them may be liable. regardiess of whether or not it is
caused in part by a party indemnified hereunder. In any and all claims against the Town or any
of its agents or employees by any employee of the Contracter, any subconiractor, anyone directly
or indirectly employed by any of therm, or anyone for whose acts any of them may be liable. the
indemnification obligation under this paragraph shall not be hinited in any way by any limitation
on the amount or type of damages, compensation or benefits payable by or for the contracts or
any subcontractor under workmen's compensation acts, disability benefits acts or other employes
benefit acts.

9. Contractor shall be responsible for complying with all rewutatmns of any state,
federal or local adminisicative agency or body.

ARTICLE VI

Subconiracis

A subconiractor is a person who has a direct contract with Coniractor or any general
comractor employed by him to perform any of the work at the site. With the prior written consent
of the Town, the Contractor may employ a subcontractor. The Town may reject any
subcontractor for good reason, which may include, but not be limited to, evidence that the
subcontractor or its principals has performed negligent or below-standard work on other projects.
C*ontracts between Contractor and any subcontractor shall be substantially in accordance with the
terms of this Agreement.

Coniractor shall pay each subcontractor. Contractor shall also require each subcontractor
to make similar payments to his subcontractors. Town shall not have any obligation to pavor to
see 1o the pavment of any moneys fo eny subcontractor. Contractor shall require each
subcontractor 1o obiain liability insurance as provided in Article X1 hereof.

ARTICLE VII
Time for Completion

All tirne limits stated in the Agresment are important in view of the fact that the work



will be conducted within a town public roadway and there is a need for the use of the public
thoroughfare o be in a completed and safe condition as soon as possible. The time limi set
forth herein therefore will be of the essence if the Town or itz agents provides wrilien notice 1o
the Contractor before or during the course of construction. Said notice may provide a date longer
than the periods set out in this Agreement.

If Contracior is delayed at any time in the progress of the work by changes ordered in the
work. by labor disputes. fire, unavoidsble casualties. impracticability. concealed conditions,
governmental act or act of God. then the contract fime shall be extended for an amount of time
equal 1o such delay.

ARTICLE VIl
Protection of Persons and Property

Contractor shall be responsible for initiating. maimaining. and supervising all safety
precavtions and programs in connection with the work. He shall take all reasonable precautions
for the safety of. and shall provide all reasonable precautions to preveat damage, injury, or loss
10 (1) all employees on the work and other persons who may be affected thereby; (2} all the work
and all materials and squipment to be incorporated therein: and (3) other property at the site or
adjacent thereto. He shall comply with all applicable laws. ordinances, rules. regulations, and
orders of anv public authority having jurisdiction for the safety of persons or properly or to
protect thern from damage, injuey, or loss. Contractor shall respect the property rights of private
persons owning property along the roadway. All damage or loss to any property caused in whole
or in part by Contractor, any contractor, any subcontractor, ofF anyvone directly or indirectly
emploved by any of them, or by anyone for whose acts any of them may be liable. shall be
rernedied by Coniractos.

No fewer than thirty (30) days prior to the Commencement Date, Contractor shall provide
Town with a security and taffic plan, detailing the anticipated construction schedule and the
measures that will be taken o accommodate roadway and pedestrian traffic and safety. The
measures shall include those measures which are customarily required by law or recommended
by industry standards, like signaling, waffic warning signs, stops. and personnel. The pln also
shall provide for the nightly and weekend storage of equipment and materials in a safe manner
that will also not produce any nuisances. No work shall commence prior lo the Town providing
its written approval of the said plan.

ARTICLEIX
Contractor's Liability Insurenge

Contractor shall purchase. as a cost of the work as defined in Article I hereof, and
maintain such insurance as with protect him from claims under workmen's compensation a1s and
other employee benefit acts. from claims for damages because of bodily injury, including death.
in the amount of $3.000,000 aggregate and $2.000.000 per incident. and from claims for
damages to property in the amount of $100.000 which may arise out of or result from
Contracior's operations under this Agreemens, whether such operations be by himself or by any
contractor. subcontractor or anvene directly or indirectly employed by any of them. Town shall




be named as an addivional insured on all such policies. Cenificares of such insurance shall be
filed with the Town prior to the commencement of the work.

Conuractor shall also reguire each subconiractor io purchase. as a cost of the work. and to
mainiain such insurance as will protect them from claims under workmen's compensation acis
and other employee benefit acis. from clairas from damages because of bodily injury. including
death. and from claims for damages 1o propery. in the amounts listed in the immediately
preceding paragraph. which may arise out of or result from the subcaniractor’s operations under
this Asreement. whether such operations be by himself or by any sub-subconteactor. or anyone
directly or indirectly emploved by any of them. Town shall be named as an additional insured on
all such policies. Cenificates of such mswrance shall be filed with Town prior o the
commencemeni of the work by such subcontractor.

ARTICLE X
Changes in the Work

Town, acting by its first selectman or the Town Engineer, or the designee of the First
Selectman, mav order changes in the work or materials consisting of additions. deletions. or
modifications. 1o assiwre compliance with the specifications and quality of the work. All additions
or modificatious shall be at the Town's expense, at rates to be agreed upon.

ARTICLE Xi
Concealed Conditions

The Contractor acknowledges thet concealed conditions encountered in the performance
of the work below the surface of the ground may be at variance with the conditions antieipated
by Ceatractor, and should unknown physical conditions below the surface of the ground of an
uriusual nature, differing materially from those ordinarily encountered and generally recognized
#s inherent in the work of Contractor, be encountered, the Contractor assumes ali responsibility
for the same and all cost and expense directly or indirectly relating, including, without imitation,
increased expenses and costs.

ARTICLE XU
Correction of Work

Contractor shall correct. at its sole cost and expense. any work thas fails to conform to the
requicements of the Agreement where such failure to conform appears during the progress of the
work. and shall remedy any defects due to faulty materials, equipment, or workmanship which
appear within a period of one (1) vear from the date of completion of the work. The provisions
of this Anicle shall apply o work done by subcontraciors as well as o work done by direct
employees of Contracior. The provisions of this Amicle shall in no way limit Contactor's
lability under this Agreement and shall not operate as a liquidated damages clause. aor affect
any obligations of anv bond provided hereunder nor the obligations of any surety of such bond,




ARTICLE XTI
Termination by the Town

If Contractor is adjudged a bankrupt. or if he makes 2 geperal assignment for the benefit
of his creditors. or if a receiver is appointed on account of his creditors, or if he shall fail o
continuously prosecute the work in a good and workmanlike manner. or defaults or neglects to
carry out the work in accordance with the Agresment, or fails to perform any material provision
of this Agreement, Town may, without prejudice to any remedy it may have, rmake good such
deficiencies and may deduct the cost thereof from the payment then or thersafter due Contractor.
or at its option. may terminate this Agreerent and take possession ol the site and ol all materials
and equipment paid for and may finish the work by whatever method he may deem expedieny,
and Contractor shall pay all costs and expenses to Town. Prior to the effective date of its remedy
uiider this paragraph, Town shall give Contractor thirdy (30) days’ prior writien notice and allow
Contractor said period of titne within which to remedy the claimed deficiencies. Nothing in this
paragraph shall affect or limit the Town’s rights to make a claim against any bond or other
security ensuring the progress, completion, quality or maintenance of the work.

ARTICLE X1V
Ruccessors and Assions

Town and Contractor bind themselves, thelr partners. heirs, successors and assigns, and
lzgal representatives 1o the other parly hereto and to their pariners. heirs, successors and assigns,
and legal representatives of such other pady in respect to all covenants. agreements snd
obligations contained in the Agreement. The Contractor shall not assign this Agreement without
the prior written consent of the Town's Board of Selectmen, which consent shall not be
unreasonably withheld.

ARTICLE XV
Lign Waivers

Contractor shall not suffer or permit eny materialmen, mechanics' or artisans' or other
liens to be filed or placed or exist against the Town's property interest by reason of work, labor,
services or materials supplied or claimed to have been supplied to the Contractor or anyone
worling through or under the Contractor, and nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed or
construed in anv way as constituting the consent or request of the Town, expressed or implied,
by inference or otherwise. to any Contractor, subcontractor, laborer or materialman for the
performance of any labor of the fumishings of any materials for any specific improverent,
altzcation or repair to the roadway or any part thereof nor as giving the Contractor any right.
power or authority to contract for or permit the rendering of any services or the furnishing of any
materials that would give rise to the filing of any mechanics’ or other liens against the property.
If. nowwithstanding such lien waiver(s). any such mechanics’ fien shall ar any time be filed. the
Contractor shall cause the same to be bonded or discharged of record within sixty (60) days after
Contracior is notified in wriling of the filing of same. If the Contractor shall fail to bond or
discharge such mechanics's lizn within such period. then. in addition 10 any other right of remedy
of the Town. the Town may. but shall not be obligated to. discharge the same either by paying



the amount claimed to be due or by procuring the discharge of such lien by deposit in court or
bonding, and in any such event the Town shall be entitled. if the Town so elecis. o compel the
prosecution of an action for the foreclosure of such mechanics' lien by the lienor and to pay the
amount of the judgment. if env. in favor of the lienor with interest. cost and allowances. Any
amount paid by the Town for any of the aforesaid purposes. or for the satisfaction of any other
Lien. and all costs and reasonable counsel fees, in defending any such action or in or abour
procuring the discharge of such lien. with all necessary disbursements in connection therewith,
with interest thereon at the rate of twelve percent (12%) per annum from the date of pavment,
shall be repaid by the Contracior to the Town on demand.

ARTICLE XVI
Waiver

The failure of the Town to insist in any one or more instances upon performance of any
of the terms or conditions of this Agreement shall not be construed as a waiver or a
relinguishraent of any right granted heveunder or of the fuure performance of any such term,
covenant or condition; but the ebligations of the parties with respect thereto shall continue in full
force and effect.

ARTICLE XVI
Bonding

Contractor shall furnish a perforrance bond, with & surety fiom a bonding company of
the highest rating and qualified to do business in the State of Connectivut, In the principal
amount of (3 , .00) Dollars as secwrity for the faithful performance of all
Contractar’s obligations under this Agreement and the construction of the roadway in accordance
with the Agreement and the plans. The bond shalt be in such form and content as is approved by
Town. in writing. and shall ensure the complete performance of all work and all contracrual
provisions in this Contract, in the manner s¢t forih in this Contract. The bond shall ensure all
Contractor’s obligations in this Agreement relating to the work.

ARTICLE XV
Use

Contractor's use of the right of way for the purposes set out in Article { is not a grant of
gny easement or interest in land, but is an irrevocable license to use an area beneath the roadway
exclusively for that use and only within the location approved by the Town. The Town may. at
its sole cost and expense. upon giving reasonable notice, relocate the license for any reason
whatsoever. The Town may permit the Contractor to remove the pipes and improvements within
the roadway, but only upon such terms and conditions as the Town may require. Such terms and
conditions may include the repair or reconstruction of the roadway under terms similar or
superior to those set forth within this Conwact.

Contractor agrees that if any repair or alteration to all or any portion of the pipes is
required. Conteactor shall follow the same procedures set out in this Agreement pertaining lo the
work unless the repair or alteration is an emergency. In the case of an emergency, the Contractor



shall notify the Town chief executive officer. or its road forernan. prior 10 commencing any
work, If anv portion of the roadway is damaged or altered by the work., Contractor shall
immediately restore that portion of the roadway to a condition that is consistent with the quality
standards of this Comract. Any such work shall be done in accordance with all laws and
resulations. including enviconmental faws and regulations. and Contracior shall provide all
notices which are required by law,

Contractor agrees that if there is any failure. defect or breakage in the pipe. or if its use in
any way undenmines the roadway or causes damage to the environment. the roadway or any
private property. the Town may require Contractor to correct any such failure, defect or breakage
and to repair such damage. including. without limitation. o restore the roadway, private properiv
or the environment to its prior condition. Jn the event Contractor fails 1o so correct or repair.
Town may conduct such work and Contractor shall pay Town. upon demarul, for the actual cost
of such work including Town time and labor, together with a twenty percens (20%) surcharge
calculated against the full amount of the said actual cost. The amount so charged by the Town
shall bear interest at the rate of twelve percent (12%) per annum until paid in full.

Contractor shall. in its use of the roadway and any lands about it. at Contractor's own
expense, comply with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation. and Liabitity
Act, 42 ULS.C. 9601 et seq.; the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act ("RCRA™. 42U S.C.
Section 9601 ET. seq.. the Hazardous Materials Transpormtion Act, as amended. 49 U.S.C.
Section 1802 ET. seq.. the Toxic Substances Control Act, as amended . 15 U.S.C. Section 2601
ET. seq., Title 22a of the Comnecticut General Statutes. as amended, and any regulations now or
hereafier promulgated pursuant thereto: the Clean Air Act, 32 ULS.C. 7401 et seq.: the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act. 7 ULS.C. 136 et seq.; the Toxic Substance Contro!
Acgt, 15 US.C. 2601 et seq.: the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Ast
(SARA Title Iy 42 UL.S.C 11001 et seq.; The Clean Water Act. 33 U.5.C. Section 1342 et seq..
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 42 US.C. Section 2014, the Hazardous and Solid Waste
Amendments to 1984, Public Law No. 98-816, Tide 22a of the Connecticut General Siatutes
ineluding, but not limited 1o, use of Inland Wetlands, water discharge and water pollution, and
any hereinafier-enacted environmentsl cleanup responsibility laws affecting Contractor's
operation at the premises ("Cleanup Laws"). Contractor shall, at Contractor's own expense, make
all subrnissions to, provide all infomnation 10, and comply with all requirements of the
appropriate governmenial authority (the "Authority™) under the Cleanup Laws. Should the
Authority determine that a ¢leanup plan be prepared and that a cleanup be undertaken because of
any spills or discharges of hazardous substances or wastes at the premises which occur dusing or
in any way related 1o the use, then Contractor shall, at Contractor's own expense. prepare and
submit the required plans and financial assurances and carry out the approved plans. Comtractor's
obligations under this paragraph shall arise if there is any event or occurrence at the premises in
the use or maintenance of the license or arising out of the actions or inactions of the Contractor
or anv of its subconiractors at the premises, which requires compliance with the Cleanup Laws.
At no expense t© Town. Contractor shall promptly provide all information requested by Town
for preparation of affidavits or other documents required by Town o determine the applicabiliev
of the Cleanup Laws 1o the premises, and shall sign the appropriate affidavits prompily when
reguested 1o do so by Town. Contractor shall indernnify. defend and hold harmless Town from
all fines, suits. procedures. claims and actions of any kind arising owt of or in anv way connected



with any spills or discharges of hazardous substances or wastes at the premises by Contractor or
anv of its subconractors or from the pipe(s) lain within the licensed area that oceur during the
ierm of this use: and from all fines. suits. peocedures, claims and actions of any kind arising out
of Contractor's failure o provide all information. make all submissions and take all steps
required by the Authority under the Cleanup Laws or any other envitonmental faw. Contractor's
obligations and liabilities under this paragraph shall continue so long as Town remains
responsible for any spills or discharges of hazardous substances or wastes at the premises thae
occur during the term of this use Contractor's fatlure to abide by the terms of this paragraph shall
be resirainable by injuncrion. In respect to the premises. Contractor shall prompily supply Town
with any notices. correspondence and submissions made by Contractor to appropriate
governmental authorities of the Swate. the United State Environmental Protection Agency
("EPA’), the United States Occupational Safety and Health Adminisiration ("OSHA"). the
Connecticaut Department of Environmentsl Proteclion ("DEP™). ur sny other local, state or
federat authority that requires subrission of any information concerning environmental matters
or hazardous wastes or substances.

CONTRACTOR SPECIFICALLY ACKNOWLEDGES THAT TOWN IS PERMITTING
AND CONTRACTOR I8 PURCHASING THE USE OF THE PREMISES ON AN "AS IS
WITH ALL FAULTS” BASIS AND TEAT CONTRACTOR 15 MOT RELYING ON ANY
REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES OF ANY KIND WHATSOEVER, EXPRESS
QR IMPLIED, FROM TOWN, ITS AGENTS, EMPLOYEES, OFFICIALS, OR
BROKERS AS TO ANY MATTERS CONCERNING THE PROPERTY, INCLUDING
WITHOUT LIMITATION: (1) the quality. nature, adequacy and physical condition of
premises, including. bwt not limited to. the structural elements. appurtenances, dccess,
tandscaping. parking facilities, and the electrical, mechanical. HVAC, plumbing. sewage, and
utility systems and facilities. (i) the quality. nature adequacy, and physical condition of soils.
geology and any groundwater. (iii) the existence, guality, nature, adequacy and physical
condition of utilities or running within serving the premises, (iv) the development potential of the
premises, and the premise’s use. habitability, merchantability, or fitness. suttability, value or
adequacy of the premises for anv particular purpose, {v) the zoning. subdivision, inland/wetland
or other leyal status of the premises or any other public or privaie restrictions on use of the
premises, (vi) the compliance of the premises or its operation with any applicable codes, laws,
regulations. statutes, ordinances, covenants, conditions and restrictions of any governmetal or
quasi-governumental entity or of any other person or entity. (vil) the presence or removal of
hazardous or toxic materials, substances. wasies or environmental conditions or violations on,
under or about the premises or the adjoining or neighboring property, (viil) the quality of any
labor and materials used in any improvements on the premises, (ix) the condition of title to the
premises. (x) any leases, service contracts, or other contracts affecting the premises (xi) hidden
or unseen conditions, (xii) ownership. righis or title to all or any portion of the premises and
{xiii) the economics of the operations of the prémises.

Notwithstanding anything 10 the contracy. Conlractor hereby agrees w forever release,
From the first dav of the world until its last. Town and Town's officers. officials. emplovees,
tenants. corfractors. heirs. assigns and successors and their affiliates harmless from any claims
(incTuding without limitation third party claims for personal injury or zeal or personal property
damage). actions. adminisirative proceedings (including informal procesdings). judgments,




damages. punitive damages, penalties, fines. costs. liabilities (including sums paid in sertlement
of elaims). inerest or losses, including attorneyvs’ fees {including any fees and expenses incurred
in enforcing this indemnity). consultant fees. and expert fees that anise divectly or indirectly from
ot in conneciion with the operation of the premises or the condition of the premises or the use of
the premises as a public thoroughfare and roadway. including but not limited w (1) the presence.

suspected presence. release or suspected release of any contaminanis. pollutants. substances or
wastes of any kind, whether into the air. soil. surface water. groundwaler. pavernent. structures.

fixtures or equipment at the premises or any other real propeity adjoining and affected by the
release, (2) the geology. soils or other viability of the licensed area or roadways to sustain the use
put to the licensed area by Contractor or (3) under or above-ground public or private utilites,
service lines. wices or pipes.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have hereunto set thetr hands and seals the day
and year first above written.
Signed, Sealed and Delivered
in the Presence of:

Sh@:tﬂ\n W&! e et il

”\:r gﬁg{{” ?QM fm&.f"'\ﬁ:ﬁ

Contracior

Aobls foucfn Ondea-

Sheda mmWﬂW ' j:' S

STATE OF CONNECTICUT )
COUNTY OF WINDHAM

Personai Iy a.ppeared . Signer and Seaier e:rf the E‘oreﬁmnﬂ instouument and
S ke . acknowledged

S,
the saroe O be}xfé fres act and deed. before me.

(A
Commlsswner of t,he e
Superior Court
Notary Public
NATALIE RUTH CORDES
NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF CONNECTICUT) _ 64 COMMETON EPRES PR30, 90 /o
Jss. éM‘*iuu 5&4
COUNTY OF WINDHAM ) M

Personally appeared, ﬂm 24— Dkfggner and Sealer of the foregoing instrument. and




E{‘L“Q« acknowledged | m.,,

e

Commissioner of the

the same o beief/free act and deed, before me.
LS

Superior Court
Wotary Public

ALIE RUTH CORDES
N GTARY PUBLIC oo
Kiof COMHESHON ERFIRES APRH. 2
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WALLER, SMITH & PALMER, P.C.

ROBERT P. ANDERSON, JR. COUNSELORS AT LAW
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EDWARD B. O'CONNELL ‘ WALLER & WALLER
FREDERICK B GAMAGAN 52 EUGENE O NEILEL DRIVE

TRACY M. COLLING" 0.BOX 8 TRACY WALLER {1852-1947)
PHILIP M, JOHNSTONE+* NEW LONDON. CT 06320 J. RODNEY SMITH {1908-1978}
DAVID P. CONDON (860) 442-0367 BIRDSEY G. PALMER ({1915-2000)
CHARLES (3. ANDERSON

ANDREW R, CELLEMME-+

ELISA V. HOBBS ' www.wailersmithpaimer.com

TALSO ADMITTED IN MASS,
OF COUNSEL: +ALEO ADMITTED 1IN R

WILLIAM W, MINER

ROBERT W. MARRION

February 1, 2008

Brian Sear, First Selectman
Town of Canterbury

1 Municipal Drive
Canterbury, CT 06331

Re: Packer Road Contract
Dear Mr. Sear:

On June 28, 2007, Neil A. Dupont, Canterbury’'s First Selectman, acting on
authorization granted by the Canterbury Board of Selectmen, executed a document
entitied *Construction Contract” which purports, among other things, to grant to
Plainfield Renewable Energy, LLC (*PRE") an “irrevocable license” to install and
maintain water lines under Packer Road for PRE's private purposes. For purposes of
this discussion, it is assumed that Packer Road is a common law highway created by
the process of dedication and acceptance and that a public easement of travel exists
over Packer Road. Lufv. Southbury, 188 Conn. 336, 342 {1982).

You have requested our advice regarding the authority of the Board of Selectmen
to grant an “irrevocabie license” to a public highway such as Packer Road. An
“irrevocable license” is an easement; Restatement (Third), Property — Servitudes
§1.2(4). Under Connecticut law, an easement is an interest in real property. Gerlt v.
South Windsor, 284 Conn. 178, 181 (2007). Thus, the issue boils down to whether the

" 1t is further assumed that the public easement of travel over Packer Road is divisible, i.e., that
the Town may partially assign its easement rights to others. Factors tending to show that an
easement is divisible include whether the easement is exclusive, whether the exercise of the
rights assigned would obstruct or impede the public easement of travel and whether the rights of
the owners of the servient estate would be overburdened. See Zhang v. Omnipoint
Communications Enterprises, Inc., 272 Conn. 627, 635-40 (2005).




Board of Seiectmen has the authcrity to authorize a conveyance of a permanent interest
in the Town's real property to a third party for private purposes.

In order to determine the scope of the authority of the Board of Selectmen, itis
necessary te review the structure of Canterbury’s municipal government. The Town of
Canterbury does not have a charter. Therefore, it is governed by its town meeting and
its Board of Selectmen. Because the Town has no charter (or any relevant special acts)
which would delineate the powers and duties of the Board of Selectmen, the powers
and duties of the Board of Selectmen are controlled by the General Statutes.

"It is settled law that as a creation of the state, a municipality has no inherent
powers of its own. . .. A municipality has only those powers that have been expressly
granted to it by the state or that are necessary for it to discharge its duties and to carry
out its objects and purposes.” Windham Taxpayers Assogiation v. Baard of Selectmen
of Windham, 234 Conn. 513, 528-29 (1995).

"The statutory powers and duties of selectmen are confined to those involved in
the general authority given them to order the prudential affairs, or to superintend the
cancerns of the town, as defined by custom . . . " Morris v. Congdon, 277 Conn. 565,
574 (2006).

General Statutes §7-148 provides authority for a town to sell or convey its
interests in real property. “"Any municipality shall have the power to . . . sell . . . transfer
... and convey such real and personal property or interest therein . . . as the purposes
of the municipality . . . require.” General Statutes §7-148{c)(3)(A). This statute is silent,
however, on which entity — the town meeting or the Board of Selectmen - is the entity
authorized to make such a conveyance.

The statutory basis allowing a Board of Selectmen to act in the absence of a
charter is General Statutes §7-12, which provides that the selectmen of each town shall
"superintend the concerns of the town, adjust and settie all claims against it and draw
orders on the treasurer for their payment.”

Under the rubric of "superintending the concemns of the town,” it has been heid
that boards of selectmen may prosecute and defend lawsuits: Hariford v. American
Arbitration Association, 174 Conn. 472, 479 (1978); submit claims to arbitration; Mallory
v. Huntington, 64 Conn. 88, 96 (1894); agree to modifications of poliution abatement
orders; Keeney v. Old Saybrook, 237 Conn. 135, 147-48 (1996); and create and
eliminate municipal positions. Morris v. Congdon, supra, 277 Conn. at 575-76. There
appears to be no case law, however, to support the proposition that the conveyance of
an interest in real property would fall within the generic ambit of superintending the
concerns of the town.

“{lIn the absence of any charter, ordinance, or statute to the contrary, basic policy
decisions are within the town meeting's authority while the selectmen have authority
over the administration of those decisions.” Morris v. Congdon, supra, 277 Conn. at




575. Here, the purported grant of an “irrevecable license” is effectively the conveyance
of a permanent interest in the Town's real property to a third party. The ad hoc

conveyance of a permanent interest in real estate does not invelve the administration or
enforcement of an established policy. Such an action remains in the exclusive province

of the town meeting.

tn the absence of specific delegation of authority to the Board of Selectmen, anly
the town meeting may transfer or convey an interest in the Town's real praperty to a
third party.?

Applying the foregoing principles to the June 27, 2007 Packer Road contract, it
is our advice that the attempted conveyance of an easement to lay water transmission
bipes in Packer Road was not done upon proper authorization by the town meeting, and
is not binding upon the town. Should the Board of Seiectimen desire, it can submit the
contract to the town meeting for its approval, or negotiate another contract and submit

that contract to the town meeting, or not submit any contract to the town meeting.

Please let us know if you need any further information, or have any guestions or -
comments. We would be pleased to respond.

Very truly yours,
Edward B. QO'Conneil, of
Waller, Smith & Paimer, P.C.

EBG:cmc

* This conclusion is reinforced by Canterbury’s “Ordinance on Sate of Land.” adopted on May
17, 1991 and amended on November 30, 1992, which provides that a sale of town property or
non-sale transfers of town property “shall be submitted to a town meeting for acceptance or
rejection”.




April 23, 2008

Mr. S. Derek Phelps

Executive Director

CONNECTICUT SITING COUNCIL
Ten Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

RE: Application DIV 200603081
Application 200702055
Application 200800492
Petition # 784

Dear Mr. Phelps:

On April 10 we received notice that the Connecticut Department of Environmental
Protection has made a tentative determination to approve applications submitted by
Plainfield Renewable Energy, LLC for a power generating facility to be located in
Plainfield, and that there is a 30-day comment period on the applications.

Part of the applications include a cooling water intake structure and intake and discharge
pipes under Packer Road in Canterbury. I'd like to bring you up to speed on what official
actions have transpired between the Town of Canterbury and PRE and what needs to
transpire for this part of the project to go forward.

At a June 22, 2007 Selectmen’s meeting, a “construction contract” was approved by two
of the Town’s Selectmen. No one in the Town had received any notice of the existence or
even discussion of this “construction contract”, and the public was barred from asking
questions about it in the Selectmen’s meeting. On June 29, 2007, J. Scott Gilmartin and
then-First Selectman Neil Dupont signed the document. A copy 1s available.

This “contract” describes PRE’s use of the land under Packer Road as a “permanent
license™, which is the legal equivalent of an easement. There are no specifics regarding the
precise area and location of the road to be used, what type of improvements would be
made to the road, the time frame of activity, the length of road that will be paved, etc., and
no monetary figures regarding road repaving costs are inciuded. When citizens ask me
what the Town would receive for permitting use of the Town’s highway for PRE’s piping
under this contract, I have no answer, because no specifics exist anywhere in the contract.

Legally, the Town requires a vote at a Town Meeting whenever an interest in land is
transferred. This has not taken place regarding Packer Road. Currently, I wouldn’t know
how to frame a question for presentation at a Town Meeting because no terms have been
discussed or set, and the “contract” between the Town and PRE doesn’t include any
specifics as to the work agreed upon.



PRE maintains that the “construction contract” is valid, and that the Siting Council’s
decision preempts any authority by the Town to vote on the use of its road. The Town 1s
not aware of any order of the Siting Council which requires that the Town convey an
easement to PRE. The June 7, 2007 Finding of Fact No. 77 recites that “no final
agreement with the [Town of Canterbury] has been formalized”. This finding assumes
that any “final agreement” would be entered into upon proper procedures. The easement
which the “construction contract” purports to convey was not authorized by a proper vote
of the Town. A conveyance of a permanent and irrevocable interest in the Town’s road
must be done by a vote of the Town Meeting, not a vote of the Board of Selectmen.

I've explained as clearly as possible the current state of affairs on this issue. Please
contact me with any questions.

Sincerely,

Brian H. Sear
First Selectman

cc: Gina McCarthy, Department of Environmental Protection
Senator Donald Williams
Representative Jack Malone
Daniel J. Donovan, PRE
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| Lawthourt askd  to settle whether

Canterbury had right to break contract

FROM AL

with the Quanebaug River. The
pipes are needed to bring 530,060
gallons of waber daily frormn the viv-
er for eooling and steam genera-
tion fo the $61.8 rmihun plant.
The plant is set to be built on
27 deres along Route 12 snd Mill
Breok Road in neighboring
Plainfield, and would create
steam from recycled waste
waod, prodiwcing electriciy that
world be gold into the stale’s en-
ergy grid. I is one of six ap-
pmved renewable energy nro,}-
ects in Connectieut.
The eontract also was loaded
with incentives, Dongvan said, ak
_the insistence of Dupont, who
wanted the drainage system
along Packer Roard upgraded and
the bumpy road repaved. Done-
van said that work was in addifion
to the company’s payment for le-
gal and engineering fees.
Details lacking
When Sear took a closer ook
at the agreement, he couldrt find
the detsits — engineering spect-
fications, time frame of the work
{0 be done and the length of road

t0 be paved, among other things.
He also spid fhe confract was not

Wﬁﬁ&%ﬁ T0 CALL
& Phainfiald Renewable Energy Vice
President Daniel Danuuan:
{203) 354-1628.
8 Cantesbury First Selactman Brian
Sear: 5469633, -

WHAT'S NMEXT
&% Gavlerhury has until Jure 3o
respond fo the suit

binding becamse itwasw't takento

a town meefing tabe voted en by

Canterbury residents and, there- -

fore, coudd notbe approved by the
selectmen,

The town declared the con-
tract invalid in February and the
issite went to the Connecticut Sit-
ing Council. That group aversees
publie utility matters regarding
lecation, eonstruction and envi-
rommentat standards of public
wility facilities. Donovan said in
April the eouncil has “overarch-
ing responsibility for site place-
ment, so we're good to go.”

Om WMay 9, the eouncil tald Can-

_terbury that the council is not re-

sponsible for determining
whether a contract is binding.
" Thus, the lawsuit was drafled,

T A GLANGE

B Platnfield Renewable Enengy sued
Canterbury Friday for breach of
contract regarding an gasement
neaded for pipss for proposed power
plant.

5 Plalnfaki Renewable Energy wanis
o build a 37.5 rnegawatt wood-
burhing pawer plant on 27 acres
along Route 12 and Mills Brook
Road in Plainfield. The plant would
draw and discharge cooling waler
from the Quinebaug River but needs
to instali two pipes beneath Packer
Road in Canterbury to do se.

& move Donovan said made the
st sense.

“There’s a lot riding on this
contract, and we'd like fo move
forward,” he said, adding the law-
suit should move the process
along more guickly. “For them to
say, ‘Oh, 1 dow't understand. It's
new fo me, and here we are
spending $400 million in develop-
ment and being a very good
neighboy, having them renege on
that, it's ridiculous.”

Reaeh Dustin Racioppt gt 774
5588 or e-mail dracioppi@nor-
wichbulletin.com .




Canterbury Inland Wetlands & Watercourses Commission
o - April 2, 2008

To: S. Derek Phelps
Re: Letter to the CSC from R. Noiseux of Canterbury
Petition No. 784

Dear Sirs,

At the March 26, 2008 meeting of the Canterbury Inland Wetlands & Watercourses Commission a
copy of a letter to The Connecticut Siting Council from Mr. Robert Noiseux of Canterbury concerning the
Plainfield Renewable Energy proposal and a copy of petition No.784 were recieved and discussed. A letter
from Mr.Noiseux to the Canterbury IWWC requesting that this commission join in this complaint was also
recieved and discussed.

After reviewing the correspondence it was the unanimous decision of this commission to notify the
CSC that we share his concerns about the PRE proposal and would request to be a part of the process to
remedy the situation. Please feel free to contact me by e-mail at m_gil @canterbury-ct.org or by phone at
860-608-8215.

John A. Tetreault

N A

Chairman, Canterbury IWWC

Wiffjat



Motion to table -- PRE - Yahoo! Mail Page 1 of 1

YAEOO! MAIL

Classic

Motion to table - PRE Thursday, June 5, 2008 9:17 AM
From: "1953chevy@charter.net” <1953chevy@charter.net>

To: derek.pheips@po.state.ct.us, daniel.caruso@po.state.ct.us,
robert.marconi@po.state.ct.us, Brian.Golembiewski@po.state.ct.us

Cc: bobnoiseux@yahoo.com, sorlomoski@charter.net

Dear Connecticut Siting Council Members,

On behalf of the Canterbury Inland Wetlands & Watercourses Commission | respectfully request that the
motion to table your agenda item to reopen the Plainfield Renewable Energy application be denied. We
believe that there is sufficient evidence and information available on this issue to warrant reopening.
Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

John A, Tetreault
Chairman, Canterbury IWWC

http://us.mc554.mail.yahoo.com/mc/showMessage ?fid=Inbox&sort=sender&order=up&star... 8/6/2008
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LAMD USE Oupe State Sweet Hartford, CT 06103
John W, Bradicy, J- phoue 960.549.1000 fowe B60.724.3921

Direct Diak (860} 483-3548
E-Mail: jbradiey@rms-law com

July 23, 2008

VIA FACSIMILE 860-546-9632
AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Tawn of Canterbury

inland Wetlands and Watercoursas Commission
One Municipal Drive

Canterbury, CT 06331

ATTN: Jonn Tefreault, Chalrman
Re: Plainfleld Renewable Energy - Town of Canterbury
Dear Mr. Tetreault:

Please be advised that this firm represents Plainfield Renewable Energy LLC.
On behalf of my client, we hereby object to participation in any discussion or action
regarding Plainfield Renewable Energy by any members of the Commission who have a
conflict of interest. Specifically, it has come to our attention that Mr. Shinkiewicz's brother
Is Treasurer of the organization known as the Friends of the Quinebaug, which i actively
working to defeat PRE's energy project. In addition, it ls our position that Ms. Kim Kelly
should recuse herself by reason of the fact that her husband, Peter Kelly, le not only
employed by a competing energy company but also approached my cfients and offered to
asslst them in their dealings with the Town of Canterbury. Needless to say, my clients
rejected that offer. .

Please aiso put me on your maillng list and e-mall list to receive ali future meeting
notices and agenda as well as copies of minutes,

Jofhn W. Bradley, Jr.
JWB/MDG

{5140-1/FFO3E3

wHTOIEmCRIgat.com




Town of Canterbury
Survey

Final Report
April 10 - 23, 2007

A project sponsored by:
The Town of Canterbury
http:/iwww.munic.state.ctus/ICANTERBURY

Conducted by:
Christopher Bames



Key Findings

At the request of the 15 Seleciman, Neil Dupont, and Avety Tilinghast of the Canterbury Economic
Development Committes, Christopher Bames managed questionnaire design and analysis per gratis of this
study for the Town of Canterbury. The study surveyed Canterbury residents in order to measure
knowledge, opinions and affitudes of key issues facing the town. The foremost objective was to use a well-
designed survey instrument fo gather quality information that will aid policymakers in decision-making
regarding the well being of the town now and in the future. Findings are based on a sample amassed
through telephone dala collection of 352 completed surveys.

The following are the key findings from the “Town of Canterbury Survey”,

Quality of Life
Canterbury residents are highly satisfied with the overafl quality of life in town. The vast majority of
residents (88%) rate their quality of life as ‘good’ or ‘excellent’. An additional 10% rate it as at least fair'

Quality of Life in Canterbury

Poor pigRref
1% 1%

Excellent
B, 28%

The primary factors influencing residents’ views on quality of fife are the town's ‘rural character’ (34%) and
‘quiet’ (26%). When asked what the best thing about the town is, respondents consistently emphiasized that
Canterbury defines itself as a small, quiet, friendly, private, and rural locale.

The Best Thing About Canterbury Y
Rurall Country/ Rural Characler 34
Quiet/ Peaceful 26
Small fown/ population size 9
Not overdevelopad! land 7
People! friendly people 7
Privacy 4

3

2

8

Schools
Leaders/ town government
Other/ don't know! refused

RELERRCSE B, OO SAETRRS




Growth

Residents are not experiencing any specific pressure for the town to grow. They express that they enjoy a
relatively remote location free from fast food restaurants and heavy industry, yet are located close enough
to transportation lines that make most anything accessible as needed.

Growth in Canterbury is primarily for the purpose of achieving a better distribufion between commercial and
residential property taxes. It is unlikely that the residents of Canterbury would desire growth in commercial
establishments at all if it was not for a greater spread in the properly tax base.

There is a definitive hierarchy of how residents would ke Canterbury to grow. The hierarchy is guided by
the overarching concem for preserving a small town community. Not surprisingly, home businesses (91%)
and agricultural development projects are the most favored, and heavy industry {12%) and large lot housing
{23%) are the least favored.

Support for Economic Development Projects

Home businesses: IR 91%
Agricultural development 7 88%
Reftirement services/ communities ' ) .. Il 63%
Recreation businesses i} ) '
Tourism/Heritage businesses

Retail businesses

Professional offices

Light industry or high tech industry
Back office for larger companies
Small lot residential development
Large iot residental development
Heawy industry

il 33%
| 23%

M 12%
W Favor

Questions about various forms of economic development initiatives further highlights residents’ interest in
tax rates. Tax incentives receive the most support (59%). On the other hand, selling or giving town land to
businesses is strongly epposed (60%) and generally opposed even more (81%). The following chart
displays how each initiative faired with the public.

Support for Economic Development inltlatives

- Taxincentives
Set aside funds for infrastructure
improvements

Hire economic development coordinator
Make zoning changes

invest in high end marketing materials

Give town land fo businesses 8 Favor




Communications
The townspeople overwhelmingly prefer newsletters (69%) lo any other form of communications from the
town. A distant second preference is email (14%).

Preferred Means of Communication

. 2 69%

Key Demographics :

The vast majority of Canterbury residents state that they are Caucasian (98%), registered voters (85%)

who are married (69%) and own their current residences (87%). There is an even split between the number

of mates and females in the town (50% each). Over a third (35%) ended their formal educations after high

school, One in ten {10%) achieved an advanced degres. The average household has between two 1o three

people in it, and half of all households contain children. Six in ten {63%) households containing children are
- gttending Canterbury public schools.

) o
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Methodology

Sample was drawn from a list of Canterbury residents that was supplemented by random digit dialing to
ensure that all residents in the town's area codes were included. Within each telephone household, one
target was then randomly selected using the youngest male-oldest female technique. Once selected, each
telephone number was called a minimum of seven times in aftempt to reach an eligible respondent.
Telephons interviewing proceeded until surveys were completed with 352 Canterbury residents.

Weighting

In order to make appropriate projections to the survey poputation, a weight has been applied to this data.

WGT represents a welght that adjusts data to match the population characteristics of the residents of
Canterbury. Population estimates are taken from the U.S. Census Bureau's 2000 dataset for the town of

Canterbuty, and are based on age and race.

The exact figures and categories used for this weight are displayed in the following table:

Population Used for Weighting Cells

Agel Race

Population
Percent

Whita

97.3

Non-Whiite

2.7

18-24

6.3

25-33

158

34-44

28.1

45-64

24.1

55-59

7.8

60-64

4.9

65-74

7.2

76-84

4.7

a5+

1.2

j 10
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August 3,2008
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection

Subject: PRE water diversion and pump house

Dear Commissioner:

The Quinebaug River has been a source of recreation and enjoyment through
my entire life while living in Griswold and Canterbury. A natural resource for all the
people to enjoy, respected as a gift of our Creator. The responsibility of each generation
to ensure that future residents of Eastern Connecticut will continue to enjoy the natural
beauty of the river.

Memories of the river provided my brother and 1 with fond fishing stories, as young
boys growing up in South Canterbury. My father would drop my Mother, brother and I
off on Depot Road on days off from school for a day of fishing in the back water inlet
which ran parallel with the railroad tracks. The source of water was the Quinebaug River.
Father probably wished he could have played hooky from work but he never did.

Over the past years, I have noticed droughts affecting water levels on the river. One
easily saw the bedrock last year, as I recollect. Caution must be exercised in any
consideration of diverting large amounts of water from “the peoples™ resource.

Air instead of water is an alternative to cooling the plant and would greatly lower the
ecological risks, which all too ofien damage rivers in general. Alternative forms of
energy are important but must be tempered with a genuine concern for the well being of
rivers, a natural resource which has existed before man appeared in the Americas.

Respectfully
Raymobtd W. Roode

513 Lisbon Road

Canterbury, Connecticut 06331
860-546-9547



Concerned Citizens of Plainfield
97 Kate Downing Road
Plainfield, CT 06374

August 2, 2008

Mr. Daniel Caruso, Esg.
Chairrpan

Connecticut Siting Council
10 Frankin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

Dear Mr. Caruso,

First, I would like to comment on a letter dated July 1, 2008 written by Plainfield’s First
Selectman Paul Sweet.

The Concerned Citizens of Plainfield are shocked that Mr. Sweet has written this letter
opposing the motion to reopen. I recall at last falls pre-election debate between Paul
Sweet and former First Selectman, Kevin Cunningham that Sweet had a very different
opinion of the Plainficld Renewable Energy (PRE) project. Sweet stated then that he
was concerned about the enviromnental impact of the plant and he strongly opposed the
PRE project. I am sure Sweet’s pre-election position helped him to get elected. A number
of Plainfield restdents have noticed Sweets flip flop on this issue and we believe that his
statements do not represent the opinion of the Plainfield majority. More importantly
however, Mr. Sweet’s comments are irrelevant and they have no significance as Sweet
does not address any of the issues raised by Friends of the Quinibaug’s Petition No.
784MR  in their motion to reopen.

The Concerned Citizens of Plainfield supports Friends of the Quinibaug’s Petition No.
784MR motion to reopen. We believe the PRE project changes outlined by Friends of the
Quinibaug in their letter dated May 20, 2008 to the Connecticut Siting Council raises
sufficient environmental concern to reopen PRE Petition No. 784.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the motion to reopen Petition No 784 MR.

Should you have any questions please feel free to contact me at home 860-564-2403 or
work 508-502-6010.

Respectfully Yours,

Randy Stilwell
Concerned Citizens of Plainfield

Ce: S, Orlomoski FOQ




To: The Connecticut Siting Council

From:  Jacqueline Desrochers

| have personally gone to 100 houses in the vicinity of the proposed
Plainfield Renewable Energy Power Plant and have knocked on doors.
Some were not at home and some residents were at home. Of those
residents that | had the opportunity to speak to, there were two that
were noncommittal in their opinion about PRE and the remainder were

vehemently opposed to it.
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PETITIONED PUBLIC HEALTH ASSESSMENT
YAWORSKI LANDFILL
(ALIASES: YAWORSKI DUMP AND PACKER ROAD LANDFILL)

CANTERBURY, WINDHAM COUNTY, CONNECTICUT
April 7, 2000
Prepared by:
Petition Response Section
Exposure Investigation and Consultation Branch
Division of Health Assessment and Consultation
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
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201 Black Hill Road

Plainfield, CT 06374
Dear Siting Council Members:

As a long time Plainfield resident, | have been following the proposed energy plant for Canterbury with
great interest. As this project will impact a large area that will incfude areas of the old Yaworski landfill, |
would tike to relate a firsthand experience T had concerning the landfill.

During the surmmer of 1993, on a fine early weekday morning, | had the task of offloading some old
materials at the Yaworski Bulky Waste station. As | finished unloading a white truck pulied up alongside
of me. Eirst, | noticed the truck’s logo stated it was from Stratford, CT. That caught my eye because I had
lived in Stratford for a short while. The real eyve opener, however, was the radioactive waste symbol on
the truck. At that point the driver had walked to the back of the truck and epened the back doors to
offload containers. The truck itsetf looked like the inside was shielded, so ane can only assume the driver
did not drive all the way to Plainfield in a hazardous waste vehicle to dump off lollypop sticks.

The emptying of the truck was completed in an overt manner. | can only surmise that this wasn’t the
driver's only trip to the Yawarski landfill as he seemed quite familiar with the place. The offloading took
place in the early morning around opening time. | was both amazed and dismayed. I did not stay to
watch exactly how much was dropped off.

t wender if there are any records from the kandfitt site which lists any radicactive waste deposits,
Prabably not. | know they are there, 1 saw it. What else is buried there {(and not properly capped)? One
can only wonder. Please consider the impact the proposed plant will have on this extremely
contaminated site.

Respectfu ljy,

Wpeefile Moatle  pugliog

Michele Marcotte




08/05/2008

To: Connecticut Siting Council

From: Ray Shinkiewicz, a concerned citizen of Canterbury

Subject: Diversion of Quinebaug River Fresh Water

1. As a concerned citizen from Canterbury, | have listened to the news about

&

the waste wood-burning incineration plant project in Plainfield Connecticut
and the diversion of approximately 994,000 gallons of fresh water per day
from the Quinebaug River in Canterbury, Connecticut. This project is a big
mistake. There are 50 many negative impacts concerning our environment on
the Quinebaug River and the wetlands and habitat that support the
threatened and endangered species. We have to ask an important question.
What about the effect on the residents that live next to the waste wood-
burning incineration plant? Introducing lead and arsenic into our atmosphere,
the fresh air that we breathe to sustain our lives, is affected. Is this the legacy
we are going to leave our children and grandchildren? This is wrong.

Diversion of approximately 994,000 gallons of fresh water per day. What
are the affects on the ecosystem concerning the river and adjacent
wetlands? There are several state and Federally-listed threatened-
endangered species and habitats. The Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) should conduct a comprehensive study on all properties.
The areas of concern are Packer Road, Butts Bridge Road and Tarbox Road.

Diversion of approximately 994,000 gallons of fresh water per day from
the Quinebaug River. What are the affects concerning recreation on the
river? The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) maintains a boat

launch and wild life management area downstream from the withdrawal
site.

The increase of diesel truck traffic on an average of 150 trucks per day.
Diesel exhaust from these trucks, what is the health hazard concerning
residents that live next to the waste wood-burning incineration plant? The
diesel exhaust is a carcinogen {cancer-causing substance] that will affect this
community for many years. Qur children and grandchildren will have health
problems if this waste wood-burning incineration plant is allow to continue
with this application. '



@ Storing up to 150,000 tons of processed construction and demolition
debris in open piles with no plans to protect weather. When it rains, the
pollutants from theses piles will drain into are wetlands and the Quinebaug
River. The construction and demolition debris pollutants, such as arsenic
and other types of pollutants, will destroy the wetlands and habitat. These
pollutants will also have a significant impact on the health of the people
living next to the waste wood-burning incineration plant. | understand the
Plaintield Renewable Energy (PRE) is seeking permits to emit into the
atmosphere up to 7,2001bs per vear of Lead, 5,780 lbs of Chromium, and
lesser quantities of other pollutants such as Mercury and Arsenic. Why?

e The withdrawal site just downstream of the Yaworski Lagoon superfund
site will have a significant impact on the environment, because Yaworski
Lagoon contains several inorganic substances, including Calcium, Lead, and
Potassium. Selenium, Sodium, Aluminum, Arsenic , Barium, Chromium,
Magnesium, Manganese, Mercury, Zinc, Cobalt, Nickel and Acetone and
many other types of VOCS, and SVOCS. The intake piping will utilize a
powertul system of compressed air blast and clear debris from the intake
screen. This process will disturb the sediment of pollutants, listed in this
paragraph, that settle to the bottom of the Quinebaug River causing
problems down river.

i get the impression from the state of Connecticut that the citizens in this
area are expendable and “public health, safety, convenience and property
value” are not impaortant. The state of Connecticut and local governments are
not listening to the residents that live here. | ook around the area and have
noticed that there are three incinerators, which are in operation now, in a 25
mile radius. This will make the fourth incinerator. In the 70s, the powers to be
stated, putting a landfill next io the Quinebaug River was called progress. Now
Canterbury has a superfund site located on the banks of the Quinebaug River.
That philosophy was a big mistake. Now the philosophy is; construct
incinerators all over our landscape and call it progress. | wonder if the state of
Connecticut and our local governments are making a bigger mistake. Let’s not
poliute the air that sustains life,

Respectfull
‘a}é\mwﬁ@,\mua By SR

Rayfmond Shinkiewicz™



August 5, 2008

Te Whawn it Biay Concern,

et ¢ be known that in the early 1580, ducing the remonigling of our pravious home on Bie. 14,
Westminster Rd., in Canterbury, we were redirscied te dumg demolition dabris consisting of wood,
asphall reofing and siding oa Yaworski land on the upposite side of Packer Boad, a shovt distance from
the maio dumping site. This happened on more thar ope oceasion, and was during s period of time
wehen the main dumpg no tonger secepted demolitos materials,

Sigerely,

-

. )&,&Lﬁﬁg’"
) | A

Linda Gault
Richard Gaule

43 Tripg Hollow R
Canterbury, C1 06331
(860) 546-954%
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: Cantarbury Planning and Zoning Commission
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Yaworski ; Tnc.,
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Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 1825 Century Blvd, Atlanta, GA
30345
Contact CDC: 800-232-4636 / TTY: 888-232-6348
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Department of Health and Huoman Services

PETITIONED PUBLIC HEALTH ASSESSMENT
| YAWORSKI LANDFILL
(ALIASES: YAWORSKI DUMP AND PACKER ROAD LANDFILL)
CANTERBURY, WINDHAM COUNTY, CONNECTICUT
SUMMARY

Residents of Canterbury, Connecticut petitioned the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSDR) to determine whether air emissions from the Yaworski Landfill
(a/k/a Yaworski Dump/Packer Road Landfill) represents a public health hazard. The site
will be referred to as the Yaworski Landfill site. This 44 acres site in Canterbury
Township, Windham County, eastern Connecticut is owned by Yaworski Incorporated.
The landfill is regulated under the authority of the State of Connecticut and has not been




added to the Envirgnmenial Protection Agency National Priority List. Residents were
concerned with a perceived increase in the incidence of cancer, asthma, odors, dust, and
contaminated private wells resulting from activities at the landfill. ATSDR attended public
meetings with citizens, local health department and environmental agency representatives,
.and conducted site visits.

In this health assessment, ATSDR reviewed the available environmental data which
included; 1994 soil gas sampling data collected at various on-site locations around the
Yaworski Landfill, soil gas sampling conducted at the riser pipes and at random sites on
the former "active" landfill area in December 1995 to 1996, and air dispersion modeling to
predict off-site emissions. Limited environmental data were available for ATSDR to
evaluate on-site contamination at the Yaworski Landfill and potential off-site emissions.
The highest concentrations of landfill soil gas detected at the former "active" section of the
landfill were closest to the recycling area and near residential areas along Packer Road.
The potential exists for intermittent off-site emissions from leaks and during excavation
activities occurring at the landfill. Ambient air monitoring data are needed to determine if
nearby residents are exposed to these gaseous contaminants.

The Yaworski Landfill site represents a potential health hazard on site to workers and
people who use the recycling area where high concentrations of volatile organic

emissions to residential areas along Packer Road is unknown since ambient air data are not
available. ATSDR recommends that perimeter ambient air sampling at the former "active"
landfill be conducted for methane and non-methane organic compounds to determine
whether residents and workers are potentially exposed through inhalation of contaminants
released from the landfill. In particular, ambient air sampling should be conducted at the
perimeter where the highest concentrations of methane and non-methane organic
compounds were detected, closest to the recycling area and off-site residential areas,
especially during periods of excavation activities. Until the soil migration of methane is
better characterized, methane should be monitored in the basements of residences adjacent
to the landfill. In addition, the landfill caps and gas collection system should be properly
maintained, actions levels set for air monitoring, and a site safety plan be implemented for
the landﬁll AT SDR will review air sampling data that become available in the ﬁ1ture for

pubiic health hazard.

PURPOSE AND HEALTH ISSUES
ATSDR was petitioned by residents of Canterbury, Connecticut to determine if air
emissions from the Yaworski Landfill (a/k/a Yaworski Dump/ Packer Road Landfill)
represent a public health hazard to the community. This site will be referred to in the
document as the Yaworski Landfill site. Petitioners expressed concerns about a perceived
increased incidence of cancer, asthma, odors, dust, and contaminated private wells
resulting from activities at the landfill. Residents formed a community group called the
People's Rights in a Clean Environment (PRICE). Previous documents provided by
ATSDR to the community that have addressed health concerns regarding the Yaworski
Lagoon and Landfill include; Public Health Assessment, Yaworski Lagoon NPL Site




(April 5, 1988) (1), Site Review and Update, Yaworski Lagoon (September 30, 1993) (2),
Healih Consultation Yaworski Landfill and Lagoon (March 16, 1994) (3), and Public
Health Assessment Gallup's Quarry (September 30, 1998)(4). Groundwater below the
Yaworski Lagoon and the Gallup's Quarry sites was determined to be contaminated but
did not pose a public health threat since it was not being used as a source of drinking
water. In this health assessment, ATSDR will review the air data available from soil gas
sampling conducted at the Yaworski Landfill and make recommendations to address
public health concerns. Ambient air data are not available and represents a data gap. While
soil gas concentrations do not represent the level of contaminants that people would likely
be exposed to, they identify contaminants present that may be emitted during leaks,
improper operation of the gas collection and flare system, during excavation operations,
and from soil gas migration off-site to residential areas.

COMMUNITY HEALTH CONCERNS
Residents live within one-half mile of the site with the nearest residence approximately 800
feet from the former "active" landfill. Reports of illness include cancer, respiratory
difficulties, and dizziness. This landfill has been cited by the CT DEP for excessive odors
in the past (7). People are also concerned with exposure to fugitive dust during truck
traffic.

BACKGROUND
The Yaworski Landfill (also called the Yaworski Dump or Packer Road Landfill) site
consists of 44 acres located in Canterbury Township, Windham County, eastern
Connecticut and is owned by Yaworski Incorporated. The landfill is not listed as an EPA
NPL site but is regulated under State authority. This site is located approximately 2,000
feet from the Yaworski Lagoon (CTD009774969), an EPA NPL site (8). The landfill
accepted waste from 1950 to 1995 under a permit by the Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection (CT DEP) (5). Materials accepted for disposal included
municipal, residential, and solid waste. The landfill lies within the flood plain of the
|, Appendix A).
Yaworski Landfill currently consists of three sections; the closed landfill, bulky waste
landfill, and the former "active" landfill (Ficure 2, Appendix A) (6). The closed landfill is
approximately eight acres in size and located east of Packer Road. The landfill opened in
1950, accepting an unknown quantity and thickness of residential and municipal waste.
This section of the landfill was closed and capped with an earthen cover in 1970. Located
east of Packer Road and south of the closed landfill, the bulky waste landfill consists of
approximately four acres (¢). Opened in 1960, solid waste such as wood, brush, stumps,
and other demolition debris was deposited in this area. It is reported that approximately 20
feet of waste is buried in this area. The former "active" landfill was opened in 1950 and is
located west of Packer Road (¢). This 32 acre section accepted mixed solid waste under a
CT DEP permit. The western portion of the former "active" landfill is closed (May 1995)
and covered with an earthen cover material. To date, activities are being conducted to




close the former "active" section of the landfill. The former "active" landfill is surrounded
by the Quinebaug River on the north, west, and southwest borders, and by residences and
light industry on the east and southeast borders. Soil cover material from the Gallup's
Quarry site (CTD 108960972), another NPL site located approximately three miles to the
east in Plainfield Connecticut, was reported to have been placed in this section of the
“active" landfill area and is proposed to continue to operate after the landfill is completely
closed and capped. Additionally, a trash-transfer station was proposed to operate at this
A subsequent petition is currently being considered.

In response to complaints of odors and potential harmful emissions by residents, the CT
DEP issued an order on March 8, 1993 (7), requiring Yaworski, Inc. to conduct a series
of ambient air monitoring studies around the landfill. A final consent order was issued on
May 10, 1994, requiring air sampling, analysis, and air dispersion modeling to be
performed to assess potential health impacts of emissions from landfill activities.

Site Visits

September and October 1992, ATSDR attended public meetings and conducted site visits.
April 16 and 17, 1996, ATSDR staff met with CT DOH and CT DEP representatives,
private citizens, and used Global Positioning System equipment to collect geographic data
of the landfill area. Observations made during this visit included: distinct odors emanating
from the former "active" landfill area, the location of 11 gas monitoring wells, a trench
system with three soil gas vents, proposed monitoring well sites, and a flare system at the
rear of the landfill. % asic water was observed leaching from the top and sides of the
landfill. Another site visit was conducted in November 1996 to tour the landfill, meet with
concerned residents, state and local officials, and to obtain additional site information.
Review of the Air Modeling Proposal

Scope of Study, Yaworski, Inc., Canterbury, CT, June 1994" (2). This study proposed
using soil gas data to generate air contaminant emission rates to be used in dispersion
modeling. This model will be used to predict potential short term air impacts to
populations living within one-half mile of the Yaworski Landfill.

Evaluation of Ambient Air Sampling Plan

ATSDR reviewed (17) air sampling plans submitted by the CT DEP Bureau of Air
Management (1 1) and made the following recommendations (11): 1) The health based
guidance for mercury in air is 0.3 pg/m’, 2) Conduct real-time sampling down-wind of
excavation activities, 3) Conduct ambient air monitoring to include; time-weighted
samples for all pollutants of concern on a daily basis, place sampling locations at the
nearest fence line so that a worst case exposure to residences is measured, determine the
number of worse case samples to be collected, establish at least one upwind
meteorological station, clarify the number of time-weighted samples to be collected,
carefully monitor holding times for time-weighted samples, document handling procedures
for time-weighted samples (record canister pressure immediately after sample collection
and again before sample analysis), and discuss the collection of non-methane VOCs in the
sampling plan.

Off-site Indoor Air Consultation




On October 19, 1993, the CT DPH under a cooperative agreement with ATSDR
conducted a limited indoor and outdoor dust wipe sampling at one residence located on
exposures to dust from the former "active" landfill, the access road to the landfill, and the
recycling area operating at the landfill. Dust samples were analyzed for lead and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).
Sixteen indoor dust swipe samples obtained from window sills and floors, and seven
outdoor samples taken from all sides of the house were analyzed for contaminants. Lead
was not detected in indoor and outdoor samples at levels of health concern. PCBs were
not detected in indoor samples. The consultation concluded, however, that dust may have
adverse health effects depending on the particle size, chemical constituents, and duration
of exposure. The following recommendations were made; 1) implement dust control
measures at the landfill, landfill access road, and Packer Road, 2) review surface soil data
taken from the landfill, access road, and residential property to identify potential
contaminants of health concern, 3) implement damp dusting and wet mopping techniques
in the hotne to reduce potential exposure to dust. No further dust sampling was
recommended at the time.
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ATSDR obtains the community's concerns, and other medical, toxicological,




demographic, and environmental factors that may affect the health of a community
exposed to hazardous substances. To determine if health effects are likely to occur within
the community, ATSDR health professionals consider the toxicity of the contaminant, the
concentration (how much), the time of exposure (how long), and how the chemical gets
into the body (breathing, eating, drinking, or skin contact). In addition, other factors are
considered; occupation, personal habits, age, nutritional status, general health, and
genetics. These factors affect how a contaminant is absorbed, distributed, metabolized,
and eliminated from the body. Contaminants are evaluated in a health assessment to
determine whether exposure to them has public health significance. ATSDR selects and
compares on- and off-site concentrations of contaminants with ATSDR comparison
values for noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects. Comparison values are
concentrations of contaminants in specific environmental media (air, soil, drinking
waler) that are not expected to produce an adverse health effect in people who are
exposed. These values are used only as screening values, listing a contaminant in a table
of "chemicals of concern” does not mean that it will necessarily cause adverse health
effects if exposure occurs at that specified concentration. When the concentration of a
contaminant detected on or off the site is above the comparison value it is further
evaluated to determine the potential for adverse health effects. The focus of the
evaluation is on health effects that could plausibly result from exposures to site related
contaminants. ATSDR considers both adults and children when developing comparison
values. The potential health effect on children is considered separately since in certain
situations children may be more sensitive and more exposed to contaminants. Finally,
ATSDR presents its conclusions and recommends appropriate actions.

On-site Air Sampling

Limited air sampling data are available for the Yaworski Landfill site. No ambient air data
were available to review for this site evaluation. ATSDR reviewed the available
environmental data which included 1994 soil gas sampling data collected at various on-site
locations around the Yaworski Landfill, and soil gas sampling conducted at the riser pipes
and at random sites on the former "active" landfill area in December 1995 to 1996.
Landfill Soil Gas Sampling Data (1994)

Limited landfill gas sampling was conducted at the Yaworski Landfill on four occasions
from November thru December 1994 (!2). The first air sampling was conducted on
November 21, 1994; three samples were taken af the bulky waste and six at the closed
municipal solid waste sections of the landfill. Because all samples exceeded the nitrogen
concentration, they were considered invalid due to intrusion of ambient air and not
analyzed further for organic compounds. Therefore, these samples were invalidated when
the quality assurance/quality control procedures were applied. Ten samples (A-1 to A-10)
were obtained from the former "active" landfill section on November 30, 1994, The third
sampling event occurred on December 12, 1994; three samples (A-4, A-7, and A-8) were
taken at the former "active" section, six samples (C-1 to C-6) were taken at the closed
section, and one sample (B-3) was taken at the bulky waste section of the landfill. The last
sampling event occurred on December 22, 1994. Three samples (A-11 to A-13) were
taken at the former "active" section and three samples (B-1, B-2, and B-4) were taken at
the bulky waste section of the landfill.

Random samples were also analyzed for methane and carbon dioxide. Methane gas was



not detected at the bulky waste section of the landfill. Methane concentrations detected at
the closed section varied with a maximum detection of 57.4% by volume (C-3 #2). Five
samples taken at the former "active" section of the landfill demonstrated the presence of
methane production where concentrations ranged from 49.7% (A-12) to 62.7% (A-5) by
volume. Methane forms explosive mixtures in air and the hazard range for explosions is 5
to 14% methane with 8.5 to 9.5% methane the most dangerous (! 3). Air that contains
above 14% methane by volume, burns without noise when ignited. Methane is a tasteless,
odorless, colorless liquid that can be produced naturally during anaerobic fermentation
processes that occur in some landfills. It is extremely flammable and may be ignited by
heat, sparks, or flames. Depending on weather conditions, areas where methane
production has been detected above the upper explosive limit have the potential to rapidly
drop into the potentially explosive limit (5 to 14%). Methane may replace available oxygen
particularly in low lying areas on-site and presents a potential health hazard to workers
and other persons visiting the site. In addition, methane migration was known to be
moving toward the residential areas in the past, potential also exists for accumulation of
methane in the confined areas of basements. Therefore, ATSDR recommends ambient air
sampling onsite and in the basements of residents living near the active landfill to better
characterize methane migration.

Table | provides a list of contaminants, detected in soil gas samples collected in 1994 at
the Yaworski landfill site, which are above ATSDR's comparison values and the odor
detection threshold range established for specific contaminants by the American
Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists {ACGIH) (14, 15). The odor detection
threshold range is the best estimate of the concentration range of a specific chemical
where the odor is recognizable and is determined by a number of physical and chemical
factors. ATSDR provided a consultation regarding this data to CT DEP in April 1996

of the contaminant concentrations reported. Samples from the bulk waste section and
closed section of the landfill demonstrated similar contaminants. In general, the former
"active" section of the landfill had the highest contaminant concentrations. Fourteen
chemicals were detected (Tubie 1) in gas samples obtained on-site in 1994 that were above
health comparison values and odor detection threshold values including aromatic
hydrocarbons (benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, trimethylbenzene, and xylenes), chlorinated
aliphatic hydrocarbons (1, 1-dichloroethyne, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, fluorotrichloromethane,
methylene chloride, tetrachloroethylene, trichloroethane, and vinyl chloride), hydrogen
sulfide and methyl ethyl ketone. The highest concentrations were detected in sampling
sections A-1, A-2, A-5, and A-10, along the north and northeastern section of the open
landfill, nearest to Packer Road. It is unlikely that people would be exposed to
contaminant levels detected from soil gas samples collected several feet below the surface
of the landfiil. However, the former "active" section of the landfill remains uncapped and
during periods of excavation activities, workers on-site and persons frequenting the
recycling area of the landfill would be potentially exposed to these contaminants (Table 4,
Appendix A). Residents may potentially be exposed to these contaminants during wind
shifts and during seasonal weather changes ([abic 5, Appendix A). Ambient air sampling
data are not available and represents a data gap to evaluate potential on site and off site
exposures.




Data Gaps
In the April 1996 consultation (12), ATSDR identified data gaps needed to make a

determination of whether landfill gas exposures to residents living near the landfill would
likely result in ill health effects. The following recommendations to obtain air sampling
were made: 1) Conduct perimeter ambient air sampling to determine if residents and off-
site workers are exposed through inhalation of contaminants released from the landfill.
Initially, additional sampling should include EPA priority pollutants, VOCs, volatile sulfur
compounds, ammonia/amines from the landfill vents, the gas migration interceptor trench,
and leachate. 2) Perimeter sampling should be conducted for a representative and/or worst
case time period/conditions, to include meteorological data, and sampling locations closest
to the residential areas. 3) Until soil migration is better characterized, ATSDR
recommends that methane monitoring be conducted in the basements of residents living
adjacent to the former "active" landfill. Initially, conduct a screening survey to identify an
immediate problem, if identified, continuous sampling for a year is recommended to ensure
that methane concentrations do not fluctuate to significant levels with seasonal weather
changes.

Since a landfill matrix consists of a wide range of heterogenous waste streams, the air
sampling data collected in 1994 may not represent the contents of the area to be
excavated. Excavation activities may have adverse health effects to off-site residents or
on-site workers, especially because of the levels of hydrogen sulfide and other
contaminants identified on site may cause odors from air emissions, fires, explosions, and
cave-ins. The following sampling is recommended to address these issues; 1) On-site air
monitoring and continuous sampling should occur in addition to perimeter sampling when
any excavation occurs. 2) Time-weighted air sampling should occur at the perimeter to
ensure that excavation activities are not releasing significant contamination to off-site
areas. 3) Establish action levels for air monitoring equipment, if the action level is
exceeded on-site, a work slowdown or shutdown procedure should be employed to avoid
reaching potential levels of health concern off-site. 4) Provide a site safety plan that
defines worker protective devices, air monitoring, air sampling, and a contingency plan for
an emergency situation to include a notification plan for nearby populations.

Com
paris
on
Value

Concentration | Location of Odor Detection
Contaminant Range Maximum Threshold
(ug/m’)® Concentration | Range® (ug/m’)

Value
(gl Source

m)

Benzene ND-7,347.8 A-10 2,492-511,084 0.1 CREG*

12.8 IEMEG®




1,1- 520 RBC'

Dichloroethyne(DCA | ND-86,016.9 | A-10 49-1,359
)
1.4-Dichlorobenzene | ND-22.8482 | A2 <15 ;202' iIEMEG
Ethylbenzene ND-35,169.6 A-1 399-2,605 868.4 iIEMEG
i‘::uorotnchloromeﬁla ND-241,644 A-10 NA 73 RBC
Hydrogen Sulfide ND-68.4109 | A-2 0.001-0.18 125.5 | iEMEG
. 4.168- 3.0 CREG
Methylene Chloride ND-39.603.9 A-3 1,528,000
1042. | iEMEG
1
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 1000 RBC
ND-13.5648 | A-5 2-85
(MEK)
Tetrachloroethylene 2.0 CREG
*CB) ND-949.6 A-10 271
2713 | cEMEG
Toluene ND-56,144.7 | A-5 0.79-259,999 }1809' CEMEG
. ND- 87.310- 3819. | iEMEG
L1,1-Trichloroethane | 4, ¢ g A-10 3,896,191 8
Trimethylbenzenes ND-24,185.5 A-1 0.006-2.4 6.2 RBC
Vinyl Chloride ND-409 Cc1# 10-20 767 | iEMEG
Total Xylenes ND-54,708 | A-l 353-173,677 35039 EMEG

2 Landfill gas sampling was conducted four times; November 21 and 30, December 12 and 22, 1994. The
former "active” landfill was sampled all dates except November 21, 1994. (Fuss and O'Neill Inc.)

b pg/m? = microgram per cubic meter

* American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygicnists (ACGIH)

¢ CREG = ATSDR Cancer Risk Evaluation Guide (see Apneudix B)

¢ {EMEG = ATSDR Intermediate Environmental Media Evaluation Guide

fRBC = EPA Risk Based Concentration.

Air Modeling
To determine if residents living near the landfill were exposed to contaminants from air
emissions, the CT DEP proposed collecting gas samples from the landfill to develop a
“database of landfill emission rates. These values would then be used to model the
predicted off-site air emissions. Air Modeling at the Yaworski Landfill was a two-phased
project. The initial phase consisted of obtaining data using an air sampling program to
measure soil gas emissions. Samples were collected and tested for volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (sVOCs), methane, and sulfur
compounds. These data were used with established air emission and dispersion models
(16) to predict emissions from the closed, bulky waste, and the former "active" landfill
sections. The model was used to predict the concentrations and location of contaminants
that are likely to be emitted from the landfill and impact the surrounding community.




Landfill Air Sampling Data (1996)
Soil Gas Core Samples
Soil gas samples were taken from 13 locations (A-1 to A-13) (Figure 3, Appendix A)

18). These 13 areas were selected to better represent individual multiple-area sources for
the landfill emission model. Three locations were sampled within each of the 13 areas. A
stainless steel gas probe was driven to a depth of approximately three feet below the
landfill cap for closed areas and five feet below the surface for open areas. Summa
canisters collected gas samples which were subsequently tested for non-methane VOCs by
gas chromatography/mass spectrometry. Fable 2 lists the adjusted concentration of the
contaminants detected from these samples. Twenty-three of the thirty contaminants
detected were above health based comparison values. The location of the maximum
contaminant concentrations were near the recycling area and the north/northeast section of
the former "active" landfill near Packer Road.

Riser Pipe Stack Samples

The migration of landfill gas was reported to be moving toward the residential area. A gas
collection system was installed and the eastern side of the landfill (closest to residential
areas) was excavated and regraded. This portion of the landfill had previously been
overfilled. In 1990, CT DEP required Yaworski Inc., to recover and burn gasses emitted
from the former "active" landfill. The flare was consiructed and went into operation in
June 1993. Seven methane extraction wells were placed in this area with more to be added
at a later date. The system was shut down temporarily in April 1994 due to diminished
performance. Another gas flare system was installed in January 1996.

A 500 foot (ft) long trench was excavated to intercept the horizontal migration of landfill
gas through the soil. Three passive perforated pipes were placed vertically at 75 ft
intervals along this trench and the trench was backfilled. Air samples were taken from each
of these riser pipe stacks (stacks 1 to 3 or south, center, and north pipe) in the winter of
1995 to 1996 (17, 1%) and analyzed for non-methane VOCs. Table 2 lists the organic
contaminants detected in these samples. These concentrations were used in the landfill
emissions model as stack emission rates from point sources. Twenty-one of the fifty-eight
contaminants detected were above comparison values.

Table 2. Yaworski

Landfill-Seil Gas Core

Sample Results-

December 1995

101996*

N Concentration Range Location of Maximum Compari

Contaminant (ug/m’y Concentration son
Value
Value Sourc
(ugfm’) e

Acrylonitrile 21.7-368.8 A-l 2,0 RFC*®
0.01 g}E




Benzene 63.9-8,210.3 A-10 0.1 gRE
iEM
12.8 —_
Carbon Tetrachloride 62.9-818 A-2 0.07 (éRE
iEM
3146 BEG
Chiloroform 48.8-634.7 A2 0.04 gRE
iEM
244.1 EG
1, 1-Dichloroethane 40.5-96,177 A-10 520 MRL!
1,2-Dichloropropane 46.2-600.8 A-2 323 ggl
1,2 Dichlorobenzene 60.1-781.6 A-2 33 RBCE
1,202.5 i
1,4-Dichiorobenzene 60.1-29,221.6 A-2 EME
G
Ethylbenzene 43,4-40,059.6 A-1 868.4 ggf
fluorotnchloromethan 56.2-270,134.2 A-10 73 RBC
Hydrogen Sulfide 69.7-87,423.2 A2 1255 igE(g&
Methylene Chiloride 34.7-45,544.5 A5 3.0 SRE
1042.1 iEM
EG
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 1,000 RFC
29.5-25,390 A-11 ’
(MEK)
Naphthalene 52.4-681.4 A2 105 ¢EM
EGh
Tetrachloroethylene 271.3 cEM
(PCE) 67.8-1,695.7 A-6 BG
Toluene 37.7-64,585.2 A5 1809.4 | cEM
EG
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 54.6-215,381.9 A-10 3.819.8 E(I}VI
1,12-Trichloroethane | 54.6-709.4 A2 0.06 gRE
0.11 RBC
Trichlorocthylene 53.7-967.4 A-13 0.6 CRE




5374 iEM
EG
Trimethylbenzenes 98.3-43,602.7 A-12 6.2 RBC
Vinyl Chloride 25.6-332.3 A2 76.7 E‘Eé’f
Xylenes (total) 43.4-625,671 A-l S i
* Soil gas sampling results obtained 1993 to 1996 from the former "active” landfill section of the
Yaworski Landfill. (Anchor Engineering Services, Inc.).
® ug/m® = microgram per cubic meter
¢ RFC= Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Reference Concentration
4 CREG = ATSDR Cancer Risk Evaluation Guide (see Appendix B )
¢ iIEMEG =ATSDR Intermediate Environmental Media Evaluation Guide
TMRL = ATSDR Minimal Risk Level
E RBC = EPA Risk Based Concentration.
b¢EMEG = ATSDR Chronic Environmental Media Evaluation Guide
Table 3. Yaworski
Landfill- Riser Pipe Stack
Test Sample Resuits-
December 1995 to1996*
. Concentrati Comparison
Contaminant on (ughu’)® Value
South Pipe Center Pipe North Pipe Value 3 Sonrce
(p2g/m’)
Benzene 1,663.9 544.3 552.8 0.1 CREG*
12.8 iEMEG?
Bromomethane 348.6 410.5 416.9 194.2 iEMEG
Carbon Tetrachloride 541.2 0 0 0.07 CREG
3146 iEMEG
Chlorbenzene 26,372.1 10,074 10,230.5 21 iIEMEG
Chloroethane 18,918.6 2,527.0 2,566.3 10,000 RFC®
Chioromethane 8593 650.7 660.8 413 iEMEG
1,2-Dibromo-3- 3977 0 0 1.9 iEMEG
Chloropropane
1,1-Dichloroethane 8,962.1 1,279.5 1,299.4 520 MRLf
cis-1,2-Dichloroethene 114.9 0 0 37 iEMEG
Dichlorflnoromethane 3,269 944 958.7 NA
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 4,126.5 1,561.2 1,585.5 1202.5 iEMEG
Ethylbenzene 473323 18,317.9 18,602.5 868.4 iEMEG
Isopropylbenzene 3.479.9 1,014.2 262.0 NA
p-Isopropyltoluene 6,899.0 2,197.4 2,231.6 NA




Methylene Chlonide 464.5 4813 489.0 3.0 CREG
1042.1 iEMEG
Naphthalene 308.1 o 0 10.5 cEMEG®
N-Propylbenzene 3,884.5 1,074.8 1,091.5 NA
Styrene 1,027.7 258.0 262.0 255.6 cEMEG
Toluene 16,894.0 3,059.7 3,107.2 1809.4 ¢EMEG
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 2,168.4 | 0 3.819.8 IEMEG
Xylenes (total) 85,8209 31,492.6 31,9818 3039.4 iEMEG

® Riser pipe (stack) gas sampling results obtained 1995 to 1996 from the former "active” section of the
Yaworski Landfill. (Anchor Engincering Services, Inc.).

b ug/m® = microgram per cubic meter

¢ CREG = ATSDR Cancer Risk Evaluation Guide (see Appendix B)

¢iEMEG =ATSDR Intermediate Environmental Media Evaluation Guide

¢ RFC= EPA Reference Concentration

fMRL = ATSDR Minimal Risk Level

& cEMEG = ATSDR Chronic Environmental Media Evaluation Guide

Air Modeling Results-Predicted Landfill Emissions

Environmental sampling data obtained from landfill gas core samples (estimates of area
source emissions) and landfill vent (stack) emissions (estimates of point source emissions)
were used along with other landfill factors (waste quantity, age, topography, and other
physical features), and meteorological data to estimate landfill contaminant emission rates
(19, 2). Meteorological data used for the model were obtained from the National
Weather Service Station at Bradley Airport for the years 1970 and 1972. Not all the same
contaminants were sampled for during the gas core sampling and the stack sampling
events. The model may under predict these contaminant concentrations. Estimated
emission rates were placed in a database of an air dispersion computer model and used to
predict one-hour average and annual average contaminant concentrations. Patterns of air
dispersion to receptor locations surrounding the landfill site were also predicted by this

concentrations from a variety of sources. ATSDR evaluated the use of this model for
predicting emissions from the Yaworski Landfill (21). Emission rates from the 13 source
areas and the three point sources (stack) were used to calculate ambient concentrations
from the center of the landfill and to predict concentrations at receptor points. These
receptor points were defined at the landfill property line and within a radius of 1000
meters with receptors located at 100, 200, 500, 600, 700, 800, and 1000 meter intervals.
The receptors were selected based on the worst-case wind direction for landfill emissions
and should include areas of nearby residences. In addition, three nearby residences were
specifically selected as receptor points.

ATSDR reviewed the non-methane organic compound emissions and dispersion modeling
and the stack sampling data were reviewed along with the assumptions and predictions of
the emission and dispersion models. Please refer to Appendix C for specific technical
issues discussed.

In summary, ATSDR concludes that the methods used for evaluating the impact of air
emissions of non-methane organic compounds from the Yaworski Landfill is sufficient as a



screening evaluation of long-term and short-term impact, however, refined methods for
sampling and modeling is recommended. The annual and one-hour average concentrations
of contaminants, predicted by the ISCST3 model at the maximum receptor and at the
three residential areas, were not at levels of health concern. However, these contaminants
were predicted from a source located in the center of the landfill and not at the location of
the maximum contaminant concentrations detected from previous on-site sampling, which
was identified near the recycling area and close to residential areas on Packer Road. Due
to limitations in the sampling, analysis, and modeling described above, these predicted
values may not give a realistic evaluation of potential maximum exposures received by on-
site workers, residents who may frequent the site for recycling activities, and residents
who live near the landfill. Ambient air data should be obtained for more than one sampling
event, in the section of the former "active" landfill where the highest concentrations of
non-methane organic compounds were identified and these concentrations modeled for
emissions using at least five years of meteorological data. Due to limited environmental
data and limitations of the model, ATSDR could not evaluate the health hazard for on-site
workers and people who frequent the on-site recycling area. Environmental data are not
available to determine potential off-site emissions and exposures to nearby residential
areas. Therefore, ATSDR could not determine the public health impact of these
eXposures.

TOXICOLOGICAL EVALUATION
The data currently available to ATSDR are insufficient to form the basis of a health call, at
that anyone is likely to be exposed to; they represent concentrations inside pipes driven
several feet into the ground for extracting subterranean VOCs to be burned off at the
surface. The only way to assess the extent to which nearby residents are exposed to these
gaseous contaminants is by evaluating ambient air monitoring data. Such data are not
available at this time. However, ATSDR considers that the very high levels of
contaminants in these riser pipes, combined with the likelihood that these gasses will enter
on-site ambient air whenever the flames are not hit, is sufficient justification for strongly
recommending that usefil ambient air data be collected and evaluated.
The maximum recorded concentrations, inside the pipe, of many of the contaminants listed
in Tables 1 and 2 (e.g., benzene, fluorotrichloromethane, hydrogen sulfide, methylene
chloride, and trimethylbenzenes) exceed relevant comparison values (e.g., intermediate
EMEGs and noncancer-based RBCs) by factors of hundreds or even thousands.
Therefore, some of these maximum concentrations inside the pipe exceed not only
ATSDR's comparison values, but the incorporated safety factors as well. These
concentrations might not be of health concern if the landfill gases were being effectively
burned off. Even if they were not, they might be substantially diluted soon after entering
the atmosphere, perhaps even to concentrations below comparison values, some distance
from the pipe. However without ambient air data available to review this remains
speculation. It is therefore essential that ambient air data both on- and off-site be collected
so that ATSDR can determine the public health implications of potential emissions from
the Yaworski Landfill.




DISCUSSION OF COMMUNITY HEALTH CONCERNS
Citizens were concerned about a perceived increase in the incidence of cancer within their
community. The Connecticut Department of Health evaluated cancer rates in Canterbury,
Plainfield, and two other surrounding towns in Connecticut compared to expected rates
for cancers occurring within populations of similar size in the United States (2). Cancer
incidence rates for reported cancer cases occurring over a twenty year period (1971 to
1990) were obtained. The analysis demonstrated that no differences were observed in the
number of cancer cases reported in the populations in Connecticut compared to the
number of cases that would be expected. Therefore, no increase from the expected cancer
rates were observed.
Respiratory difficulties and irritations of the eyes, nose, sinuses, and throat were reported.
Since these types of conditions are not consistently reported to hospitals and community
health clinics, the incidence of these conditions can not be evaluated. Other nuisances
reported by members of the community included; odors, dust, and truck traffic. The off-
site air sampling conducted in 1993, suggested that dust may create a nuisance and
recommendations were made that dust abatement activities related to the site should be
implemented. The Yaworski Landfill site represents a potential health hazard on site to
workers and people using the recycling area, however, there are no ambient air data
available. Data does not exist to evaluate the off-site emissions and exposures to
residential areas along Packer Road. Therefore, ATSDR could not determine the public
health implication of these exposures.
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CONCLUSIONS
1. Limited environmental data were available for ATSDR to evaluate on-site
contamination at the Yaworski Landfill and potential off-site emissions. Only on-site soil
gas data were available for review and the landfill has an incomplete documented history
of the type, amount, and location of waste deposited for 37 years prior to 1987. While
people may not be exposed to the concentration of volatile organic compounds detected in
these samples, the potential exists for exposure to gases released during leaks, excavation
activity, or when the gas is not effectively burned off. While the collection of ambient air
data on-site and within residential basements would not identify past exposures that have
occurred, it would further identify contaminants that may be emitted near the recycling
area, site perimeter, and in residential basements due to soil gas migration.
2. Landfill soil gas sampling data obtained in 1994 demonstrated that non-methane organic
compounds were detected at high levels on site at the bulky waste, closed, and former
"active" sections of the landfill.
3. Methane gas was detected in soil gas samples collected in 1994 at the closed and former
"active" sections of the landfill and may represent a hazard to on-site workers and persons
who frequent the recycling area. The highest concentration of methane gas was detected at
the former "active" section at 63% by volume and may represent a fire hazard. Potential
exists for the migration of methane to basements and other confined spaces within
residences adjacent to the landfill.
4, Landfill air sampling data were obtained from on-site soil gas core samples and riser
pipe stacks in 1995 to 1996 and used for modeling potential off-site emissions. Twenty-
three of the thirty contaminants detected were identified as contaminants of concern to be
sampled for in ambient air on and off site.
5. The highest concentration of landfill soil gas detected at the former "active" section of
the landfill were closest to the recycling area and near residential areas along Packer Road.
Previous sampling indicated that soil gas was reported to be migrating toward the
residential area The potential exists for intermittent off-site emissions from leaks and
excavation activities occurring on the landfill as well as migration of soil gas to off site
residences located near the landfill.
6. Air modeling results predicted that landfill emissions would not adversely impact the
health of residents within a one-half mile area. However the model was based on limited
environmental data (one sampling period, limited meteorological data, and no landfill
pressure measurements to determine gas emission fluctuations). In addition, the same
contaminants were not sampled for during both the gas core sampling and the stack
sampling events.
7. The modet used the middle of the former "active" landfill as the source of maximum
exposure instead of the area (north and northeast section near the recycling area and
closest to Packer Road) where the highest levels of contamination was detected by on-site
sampling.
8. Due to limitations in the sampling, analysis, and modeling described above, these
predicted landfill emissions may not represent a realistic evaluation of potential maximum
exposures received by on-site workers, residents who may frequent the site for recycling
activities, and residents who live near the landfill.
9. The Yaworski Landfill site is classified as a potential health hazard to workers and




people using the recycling area on site due to high levels of volatile organic compounds
measured in soil gas samples on site and the concentration of methane above safe levels.
Since no ambient air data were available for review, ATSDR could not evaluate the
potential health hazard for off-site emissions to residential areas along Packer Road.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Conduct on-site perimeter air sampling at the former "active" landfill for methane and
non-methane organic compounds to determine whether residents and workers are
potentially exposed through inhalation of contaminants released from the landfill. In
particular, air sampling should be conducted at the perimeter where the highest
concentrations of methane and non-methane organic compounds were detected, closest to
the recycling area and off-site residential areas.
2. Monitor for methane in the basements of residences adjacent to the landfill until the soil
migration of methane is better characterized.
3. Conduct continuous air sampling on-site in areas where excavation activities are
occurring and at the perimeter to monitor for potential off-site emissions.
4, Establish action levels for air monitoring equipment and if the action level is exceeded,
employ a work slow-down or shut-down procedure to prevent off-site exposures.
5. Establish a site safety plan for the Yaworski Landfill that provides for worker safety,
monitoring and sampling plans, and to include a contingency plan for emergency
situations.
6. Properly maintain the existing landfill caps and gas collection and venting systems on
site.

PUBLIC HEALTH ACTION PLAN
Actions Completed
1. Site visits and meetings with the community, state and local health and government
agencies,
2. Release of ATSDR Public Health Assessment (1988) evaluating the Yaworski Lagoon.
3. Release of ATSDR Health Consultation (1994) evaluating Yaworski Landfill and
Lagoon)
4. Release of ATSDR Health Assessment (1998) evaluating the Gallup's Quarry site.
Actions Planned
1. ATSDR will review air sampling data that become available in the future.
Site Team/Authors
Adele M. Childress, PhD, MSPH
Environmental Health Scientist
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Division of Health Assessment and Consultation
Exposure Investigations and Consultation Branch
Frank Schnell, PhD, DABT
Toxicologist
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
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APPENDIX B

Comparison Values
ATSDR comparison values are media-specific concentrations that are considered to be
“safe" under default conditions of exposure. They are used as screening values in the
preliminary identification of "contaminants of concern” at a site. The latter is, perhaps, an
unfortunate term since the word "concern" may be misinterpreted as an implication of
"hazard." As ATSDR uses the phrase, however, a "contaminant of concern" is merely a
site-specific chemical substance that the health assessor has selected for further evaluation
of potential health effects.
Generally, a chemical is selected as a contaminant of concern because its maximum
concentration in air, water, or soil at the site exceeds one of ATSDR's comparison values.
Howeuver, it cannot be emphasized strongly enough that comparison values are not
thresholds of toxicity. While concentrations at or below the relevant comparison value
may reasonably be considered safe, it does not automatically follow that any
environmental concentration that exceeds a comparison value would be expected to
produce adverse health effects. Indeed, the whole purpose behind highly conservative,
health-based standards and guidelines is to enable health professionals to recognize and
resolve potential public health problems before they become actual health hazards. The
probability that adverse health outcomes will actually occur as a result of exposure to
environmental contaminants depends on site specific conditions and individual lifestyle and
genetic factors that affect the route, magnitude, and duration of actual exposure, and not
on environmental concentrations alone.
Screening values based on noncancer effects are obtained by dividing NOAELSs or
LOAELs determined in animal or (less often) human studies by cumulative safety margins
(variously called safety factors, uncertainty factors, and modifying factors) that typically
range from 10 to 1,000 or more. By contrast, cancer-based screening values are usually
derived by linear extrapolation from animal data obtained at high doses, because human
cancer incidence data for very low levels of exposure simply do not exist, and probably
never will. In neither case can the resulting screening values (i.e., EMEGs or CREGs) be
used to make realistic predictions of health risk associated with low-level exposures in
humans.
Listed and described below are the various comparison values that ATSDR uses to select
chemicals for further evaluation, along with the abbreviations for the most common units
of measure.

CR
EG Cancer Risk Evaluation Guide




Minimal Risk Level

Intermediate Risk Level

Chronic Risk Level

Environmental Media Evaluation Guide

Environmental Media Evaluation Guide based on acute Minimal Risk Level

Intermediate Environmental Media Evaluation Guide

Reference Dose Media Evaluation Guide

Reference Dose

Reference Dose Congentration

EPA Region I

Drinking Water Equivalent Level

Child Longer-Term Health Advisory

Drinking Water Lifetime Health Advisory

Maximum Contaminant Level

Maximum Contaminant Level Goal (zg/L)



LA Maximum Contaminant Level Action

AQ National Ambient Air Quality Standards

I:EL Permissible Exposure Limit (OSHA)

RE .

L= Recommended Exposure Limit (NEOSH)
TL . .

V= Threshold Limit Value (ACGIH)

FD .. .

A= Food and Drug Administration

Epm parts per million, e.g., mg/L or mg/kg
ppb

parts per billion, e.g., ug/L. or ug/kg

kg=  kilogram (1,000 grams)
e milligram (0.001 grams)

‘Z 8 microgram (0.000001 grams)
L= liter
m*=  cubic meter (used in reference to a volume of air equal to 1,000 liters)

Cancer Risk Evaluation Guides (CREGs) are estimated contaminant concentrations in
water, soil, or air that would be expected to cause no more than one excess cancer in a
million persons exposed over a lifetime. CREGs are calculated from EPA's cancer slope
factors.

Minimal Risk Levels (MRLs) are estimates of daily human exposure to a chemical (i.e.,
doses expressed in mg/kg/day) that are unlikely to be associated with any appreciable risk
of deleterious noncancer effects over a specified duration of exposure. MRLs are dertved
for acute (< 14 days), intermediate (15-364 days), and chronic (>> 365 days) exposures,
and are published in ATSDR's Toxicological Profiles for specific chemicals.
Environmental Media Evaluation Guides (EMEGs) are concentrations of a
contaminant in water, soil, or air that are unlikely to be associated with any appreciable
risk of deleterious noncancer effects over a specified duration of exposure. EMEGs are
derived from ATSDR mimimal risk levels by factoring in default body weighis and
ingestion rates. Separate EMEGS are computed for acute (< 14 days), intermediate (15-
364 days), and chronic (>> 365 days) exposures.

Intermediate Environmental Media Evaluation Guides (IEMEGs) are media-specific
concentrations that correspond to a minimal risk level, factoring in body weight and




ingestion rates for intermediate exposures (i.e., >14 days and <1 year).

Reference Dose Media Evaluation Guide (RMEG) is the concentration of a
contaminant in air, water, or soil that corresponds to EPA's RfD of RfC for that
contaminant when default values for body weight and intake rates are taken into account.
EPA's Reference Dose (RfD) is an estimate of the daily exposure to a contaminant
unlikely to cause noncarcinogenic adverse health effects over a lifetime of exposure. Like
ATSDR's MRL, EPA's RfD is a dose expressed in mg/kg/day.

Reference Concentration (RfC) is a concentration in air expected to be associated with
no deleterious health effects over a lifetime of exposure, assuming default body weights
and inhalation rates.

Environmental Protection Agency Region Il (EPA III) values are similar to ATSDR's
EMEGs in that they are risk-based concentrations derived for carcinogens and
noncarcinogens from RfDs and Cancer Slope Factors, respectively, assuming default
values for body weight, exposure duration and frequency, etc. Unlike EMEGs, however,
they are available for fish, as well as for water, soil, and air.

Drinking Water Equivalent Levels (DWELs) are based on EPA's oral RID and
represent corresponding concentrations of a substance in drinking water that are estimated
to have negligible deleterious effects in humans over a lifetime of exposure, at an intake
rate of 2 L/day, and assuming that drinking water is the sole source of exposure to the
contaminant. Similar to ATSDR's RMEG for drinking water.

Child Longer-Term Health Advisories (CLHAs) are contaminant concentrations in
water that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) deems protective of public health
(taking into consideration the availability and economics of water treatment technology)
over a period of about 7 years, using a child's weight (10 Kg) and ingestion rate (1 L/day).
Lifetime Health Advisories (LTHAS) are calculated from the DWEL and represent the
concentration of a substance in drinking water estimated to have negligible deleterious
effects in humans over a lifetime of 70 years, assuming 2 L/day water consumption for a
70-kg adult, and taking into account other sources of exposure. In the absence of
chemical-specific data, the assumed fraction of total intake from drinking water is 20%.
Lifetime HAs are not derived for compounds that are potentially carcinogenic for humans.
Maximam Contaminant Levels (MCLs) represent contaminant concentrations in
drinking water that EPA deems protective of public health (considering the availability and
economics of water treatment technology) over a lifetime (70 years) at an exposure rate of
2 liters of water per day.

Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs) are drinking water health goals set at
levels at which no known or anticipated adverse effect on the health of persons occurs,
and which allow an adequate margin of safety. Such levels consider the possible impact of
synergistic effects, long-term and multi-stage exposures, and the existence of more
susceptible groups in the population. When there is no safe threshold for a contaminant,
the MCLG should be set at zero.

Maximum Contaminant Level Action (MCLA) are levels set by EPA under Superfund
that trigger a regulatory response when the contaminant concentration exceeds this value.
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are established by the EPA, as
mandated in the Clean Air Act, for six criteria pollutants (carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide,
nitrogen dioxide, ozone, particulate, and lead). NAAQS are classified as either primary,



which define levels deemed protective of public health, or secondary, which in some
instances establish lower levels to prevent adverse effects on vegetation, property, or other
elements of the environment.

Permissible Exposure Limits (PELS) are air standards developed by the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) for the workplace. They are time-weighted
average concentrations of contaminants considered safe for healthy workers over the
course of an 8-hr workday and a 40-hr workweek. A PEL may be exceeded for brief
periods, but the sum of the exposure levels averaged over 8 hours must be equal to or
below the PEL.

Recommended Exposure Limits (RELSs) are established by the National Institute for
Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) and are similar to OSHA's PELs. They are time-
weighted average concentrations for the workplace deemed to be safe for up to 10
hours/day, for 40-hours/week.

Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) are established by the American Conference of
Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH). The TLV is the time-weighted average
concentrations for a normal 8-hour workday and a 40-hour workweek, to which nearly all
workers may be repeatedly exposed, day after day, without adverse effect. Many of
ACGIH's TLVs were adopted by OSHA for use as PELs. TLVs and PELs, which were
designed to protect healthy workers, are usually much higher than the health-based values
of ATSDR and EPA, which were designed to protect the health of the general population,
including the very young and the elderly. Although the ATSDR does not base any of its
community health decisions on TLVs or PELS, it sometimes cites such values in Public
Health Assessments merely as a means of putting concentrations of site-specific
contaminants into a meaningful perspective for the reader.

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has recommended concentration levels for
certain substances in food, including fish. Levels above the FDA levels mean the food may
be unsafe for human consumption.
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APPENDIX C

Review of Air Modeling Procedure
ATSDR was requested in September 1998 to review the procedures provided in the Non-
methane organic compound (NMOC) emissions and dispersion modeling that was
completed for the Yaworski Landfill facility (21). The following conclusions and
recommendations were made: The use of a one-time sampling event for the database may
underestimate the actual emission values unless a sufficient number of samples are
collected and an upper confidence limit is established. Leaks in the summa canisters during



air sampling activities, introduce errors in the evaluation of flux emissions during the one-
time sampling event, and the concentrations obtained for the VOCs needed to be adjusted.
In addition, other software is available that may be used to predict optimal sampling
periods for measuring peak emissions. Meteorological conditions may affect the flux rate
and adjust the short term (observed) emission rates. Landfill pressure measurements would
be useful in determining emission flux rates. Also, the conservative estimate within the
model (80th percentile) may underestimate the actual emission rates due to the sampling
time selected.

Sampling a 75 fi stack would require 275 Pascals of pressure to overcome gravity (21). In
addition, a stack negates the buoyancy that is usually obtained by the sun heating the
surface of the landfill and may not represent actual emissions. Since the stack diameter is
less than 4 inches, variable gas flows may be measured by the anemometer which could
result in an edge effect, especially with flow rates near the low end of its calibration range
of 3 meters per second. A pito tube may be a more accurate instrument for measuring this
variable gas flow, and landfill pressure measurements should be collected concurrently.
This would also more accurately measure long-term flow rates.

The actual values for the decay rates (k and Lo) used in the model were not clearly
identified, although the document stated that default values were used (21). The landfill
model determines the mass fraction of daughter compounds that are formed by the decay
of waste over time by reporting the time that the waste was put in the landfill cells.
Estimating the age the waste was placed in the landfill, prior to 1987, may impact the
reliability of the prediction of the more distal daughter compounds (ie; tichloroethane,
dichloroethane, and vinyl chloride). Therefore, selecting a reasonable upper confidence
level of decay (a conservative k and Lo) within the model, would account for the possible
errors associated with estimating the age of the waste.

Use of the air dispersion ISCST3 model is sufficient, however, more recent meteorological
data are available through EPA's Office of Air Quality Pollution Standards (21). Since
predicted annual average concentrations may vary by a factor of three from one year to
another at a given receptor, the inclusion of five years of meteorological data may predict
more accurate weather conditions and emission rates.

APPENDIX D

Public Comments
ATSDR released the Yaworski Landfill Public Health Assessment for public review and
comment during the period from September 29 through November 26, 1999. ATSDR
appreciates the written comments provided. This section includes the comments recetved
and ATSDR's response to these comments. General editorial comments were addressed,
where appropriate, within the final document.
Comment 1
The "Note of Explanation" at the beginning of the report sites that this document was
previously provided to EPA and the affected state in an initial release for review. By way
of clarification EPA was NOT presented with an initial release version for review prior to
this public comment version, and it appears that the various state agencies also did not
receive an initial release. Given the nature of the following comments, much of the



expected confusion form the public about this report probably could have been avoided
had EPA been given the opportunity to review an earlier version.

Response 1

In most cases, ATSDR will provide the initial document for other federal and state
agencies to review prior to being released to the public for comment. However, it is not
unusual for ATSDR to release the document to other agencies and the public at the same
time in situations where the community expresses concerns with this procedure. Due to
controversies regarding the Yaworski site, ATSDR deem sending the document out for
comment to everyone the most appropriate action. ATSDR explained during a site visit
and meeting in May, 1999 that the document would be released to all interested persons at
the same time for review and comment.

Comment 2

In general, the report does not adequately describe and distinguish between the Yaworski
Lagoon Superfund Site and the Packer Road (Yaworski) Landfill. While the two sites are
located very close to each other, the Landfill is NOT part of the Yaworski Lagoon
Superfund Site, and the Landfill itself is not on the National Priorities List (NPL). The
Landfill is currently regulated under State authority only.

Because the differences between the NPL and the non-NPL site is not outlined up front,
the public is likely to have significant confusion regarding the appropriate regulatory
agency. There are also related sections of the report that need to be addressed.

The foreword states that ATSDR is required to conduct a public health assessment at each
of the sites on the EPA National Priorities List, and will also conduct a public health
assessment when petitioned by concerned individuals. ATSDR should clarify the foreword
to explain that this assessment is for a non-NPL site, and that the Superfund site was not
included in this assessment.

Response 2

This document states in several sections that it will address concerns and issues regarding
the Yaworski Landfill. Please refer to the title of the document, summary, page headers,
the purpose and health issues, community concerns, and throughout the rest of the
document. The document does not refer to the Landfill as a National Priorities List site,
even though it was proposed for the NPL in the past. ATSDR's focus is advisory and does
not routinely address regulatory issues. However, for clarification, the non-NPL status of
the Yaworski Landfill site has been added to the summary and the background section.
Comment 3

The background section starting on page 4 should clearly describe the status of the Packer
Road (Yaworski) Landfill as a State-regulated site and clearly that it is not a superfund
site. This section should include a very brief description of the Yaworski Lagoon
Superfund site and note it's proximity to the Landfill. Because the Purpose and Health
Tssues section on pages 3-4 also mentions the Gallup's Quarry Superfund Site, the
Background should also briefly describe that site and its proximity to the Landfill.
Response 3

Please refer to the response to comment 3, above. In addition, a brief statement regarding
the Yaworski Lagoon Superfund site and the Gallup's Quarry Superfund site, has been
added where appropriate in the Background Section of the document.

Comment 4



The second paragraph in the Background section also describes the largest section of the
Yaworski Landfill site as the "active landfill". This is inaccurate since the Landfill stopped
accepting waste in 1995,

Most of the figures in Appendix A have references to the "open" or "active"” portions of
the landfill. These are inaccurate descriptions as the landfill stopped accepting waste in
1995.

Response 4

The word "active” or "open" has been changed in the document to the former "active"
area of the landfill, when referring to the unclosed section of the landfill that stopped
accepting waste in 1995.

Comment 5

Reference No.2 under the Public Health Action Plan-Actions Completed section is
incorrect. The 1988 ATSDR Public Health Assessment did not evaluate the Yaworski
Landfill.

The color "Intro Map" in Appendix A refers only to the Yaworski Lagoon and does not
identify the Landfill. As presented, this map only serves to confuse the distinction between
the Superfund site and the State-regulated Landfill.

Response 5

Thank you for your comments, the corrections have been made where appropriate.
Comment 6

On the cover page and throughout the report, the terms "Yaworski Dump." "Yaworski
Landfill" and "Packer Road Landfill" are all used somewhat inconsistently. Although EPA
has designated the area as the "Packer Road {Yaworski) Landfill," it is suggested that
ATSDR clarify with the State of Connecticut how best to reference the site.

Response 6

The name "Yaworski Dump" appears on the cover page due to a database error which has
been addressed. The name "Packer Road Landfill" appears as an alias only in the Summary
and Purpose and Health Issues sections of the document. The name, "Yaworski Landfill is
used throughout the document and will be identified in the final document as the official
site name.

Comment 7

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the Public Health
Assessment-Public Comment Release version of the "Petitioned Public Health
Assessment-Public Comment on Yaworski Dump" dated September 26, 1999. This health
assessment contains the recommendation that useful ambient air monitoring data be
collected. The document further recommends that perimeter air sampling at the active
landfill be conducted for methane and non-methane organic compounds and that methane
should be monitored in the basements of residences adjacent to the landfill.

Toward these ends, this agency recommends that you develop a detailed monitoring plan.
In the interest of obtaining the most relevant and scientifically defensible monitoring
information for your health assessment and modeling evaluations, your plan, at a
minimum, should include the following;

1. An identification of the exact chemicals to be sampled and analyzed (element and form),
2. Reference methodologies for sampling and analysis, including real time versus longer
term ambient sampling, indoor air sampling, landfill vent sampling and leachate,




3. Acceptable holding times, handling procedures, chains of custody for samples,

4. Acceptable equipment and media to be used including pre and post sampling parameters
10 be measure and recorded (e.g. canister pressure),

5. Duration of frequency of sampling, including number of field and trip blanks,

6. Number of sampling sites along with site maps including exact locations of monitoring
equipment (both on and off site) including collocated samplers for any compounds
including methane,

7. Meteorological parameters and location for equipment,

8. Environmental or meteorological conditions under which sampling should occur,

9. Flow rates,

10. Time of day of sampling, including need for correlation with any potential excavation
activities,

11. Specific landfill pressure

Response 7

We appreciate your comments to the Yaworski Landfill (Dump) Petitioned Public Health
Assessment released for public comment in September, 1999, In your comments, you
recommended that ATSDR develop a detailed air monitoring plan. While this activity is
not within the purview of this health agency, ATSDR would be available to review any
proposed air sampling plans. In the past, ATSDR has provided comments to the "Air
Impact Scope of Study” for the Yaworski Landfill, develop by Fuss & O'Neill, Inc. for
Yaworski, Inc., revised October 24, 1994 (8). These comments and recommendations
were provided to the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection by ATSDR in
September 1994. ATSDR reviewed available landfill gas sampling results in April of 1996
and provided further comments and recommendations for ambient air sampling including
target chemicals, sampling equipment, locations, and procedures. Additional reviews and
recommendations were provided from 1996 to 1998 including recommendations for air
sampling during excavation activities and air dispersion modeling (10, 11, 12). Additional
copies of these reviews can be provided upon request. £PA's NSPS New Source Air
Emissions guideline also provide a model for air sampling procedures at a landfill site.
ATSDR will be available to review and comment on an updated sampling plan for ambient
air emissions at the Yaworski Landfill and within residential areas.

Comment 8§

Page 5 Review of Air Modeling Proposal The last sentence refers to the model in the
future tense, "will be used to ...". Was this the model that was used and referred to in the
Discussion section?

Page 5 Evaluation of Ambient Air Sampling Plan While this information appears to be
provided to give the reader some historical perspective on ATSDR involvement, it is
confusing in that the reader does not know if this work was ever done and if not why.
Should be stated clearly that this ambient air sampling plan was not carried out and
perhaps less information regarding what ATSDR recommended should be provided.
Response 8

ATSDR was requested by CTDEP to assist in determining air monitoring plans and
sampling needs for the Yaworski landfill. Recommendations were provide by our air
specialist to the CTDEP in April 22, 1996. It was recommended initially that additional
sampling be conducted at the landfill vents, gas migration interceptor trench and leachate.




EPA priority pollutants should be sampled for to include VOCs, volatile sulfur
compounds, ammonia, and amines. Based on these results, it was further recommended
that identified contaminants should be sampled for at the perimeter and ambient air
sampling should be conducted for a representative and/worst case time period or
conditions. It was also recommended that residences adjacent to the active landfill be
sampled for until soil migration is better characterized. Additional air sampling was also
recommended during excavation activities on site. To ATSDR's knowledge, the
recommended air sampling activities have not occurred. However, air modeling was
proposed using data collected from subsurface soil-gas samples in 1995/96. The model
and ATSDR's evaluation is presented in the discussion section of this document.
Comment 9

Page 7 On-Site Air Sampling Title suggests that ambient sampling was done. Perhaps
more appropriate title should indicate soil gas sampling. Clarification is very important
since the assumptions that one can draw regarding potential exposure are very different
for air sampling data versus soil gas sampling data.

Response 9

The title on page 7 is a general title but the accompanying paragraph has been modified to
clarify that the data reviewed was from soil gas sampling. No ambient air data were
available to review for this site.

Comment 10

Page 7 Landfill Gas Sampling Data Would help to provide a brief description of how these
samples are collected to provide reader with a better understanding of soil gas, and what
this data means.

Response 10

The sampling protocol for samples collected at the Yaworski Landfill during the winter of
1995/96 is described in the "Air impact scope of study" (Fuss & O'Neil, 1994).

Comment 11

Page 8 top of page Ts it realistic that ambient levels of methane can present an asphyxiant
hazard, "replace available oxygen..."? More information should be given to provide a
better description of realistic methane hazards at this site, where and to whom. There is no
discussion here regarding the potential for methane migration and potentiat build up in
confined spaces, particularly homes. This seems to be one of the more significant public
health issues but has not been presented.

Response 11

The migration of methane at the landfill has not been characterized and the potential for
pockets of high levels of methane may represent a hazard to workers or people who
frequent the recycling area which is in a low lying area. "Because of methane's low density
it may accumulate in the upper strata of poorly ventilated areas to produce an asphyxiating
atmosphere” (Patty, E. (ed.). in Industrial Hygiene and Toxicology: Volume IL:
Toxicology. 2nd ed. New York: Interscience Publishers, 1963. 1196) peer reviewed. In
addition, methane migration was known to be moving toward the residential areas in the
past, potential also exists for accumulation of methane in the confined areas of basements.
Therefore, ATSDR recommends ambient air sampling onsite and in the basements of
residents living near the active landfill.

Comment 12



Page 8 There is discussion about excavation activities. Some additional discussion about
what these excavation activities entail, the duration of these activities and a description of
how these activities may affect exposure potential would be helpful, since the excavation
activities are identified as problematic.

Response 12

Air monitoring during excavation activities is recommended to identify the presence of
volatile contaminants and odors released onsite during periods of activity where the
landfill cap or soil is disturbed and to ensure that intermittent releases do not move offsite
into residential areas. Action levels should be set to implement corrective action if
emissions exceed health based levels. This information is provided on page 9, under the
heading of data needs.

Comment 13

Page 8 Why is there extensive discussion about the April, 1996 ATSDR Health
Consultation in the middle of the Discussion Section. To have sub-titles like Perimeter Air
Sampling and Air Sampling During Excavation Activities suggests that these activities
were performed and are in some way providing information that was evaluated for this
health consultation. It is very confusing and would be more appropriate in the Background
section. Recommendations that ATSDR made in 1996 have little or no relevance to the
current discussion, which tries to use limited data to evaluate the health implications of air
emissions from the landfill. It might also be more appropriate to restate some of these
recommendations in the Recommendation Section of this document.

Response 13

The reference to the April 1996 ATSDR Health Consultation is presented in the
discussion section to identify data gaps and recommendations to obtain data to
characterize the site further and to identify air monitoring that is necessary during periods
of landfill activity where volatilization of contaminants are more likely to occur. The
headings may be misleading and that section of the discussion has been placed under a
general "Data Gaps" heading.

Comment 14

Table 1 and 2. It is very inappropriate to cite comparison values in tables of data that have
little relevance to actual exposure potential. While it is appropriate to use the comparison
values to identify contaminants of concern, to present the comparison values in a table of
soil gas or riser pipe concentrations is misleading and can easily be misinterpreted. Does
anyone think someone may actually be exposed to 8,210 mg/m?® of benzene or 39,603
mg/m? of methylene chloride? A more general discussion indicating that very high levels of
volatile organic compounds were identified and a comparison with soil gas data found at
other landfills could better make the case that this landfill is unique and higher
concentrations of volatile organic compounds were identified than would be expected
from a municipal waste landfill. This is essentially all you can conclude from this data. If
ATSDR leaves the comparison values in they should be checked for accuracy, available
CREGs were not cited for some chemicals. It is our understanding that CREGs are to be
used first in the hierarchy of selected comparison values. In addition, the odor threshold
for hydrogen sulfide is incorrect.

Response 14

The opening paragraph of the discussion section, " ATSDR selects and compares on- and



off-site concentrations of contaminants with ATSDR comparison values for
noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects. Comparison values are concentrations of
contaminants in specific environmental media (air, soil, drinking water) that are not
expected to produce an adverse health effect in people who are exposed. These values are
used only as screening values, listing a contaminant in a table of "chemicals of concern”
does not mean that it will necessarily cause adverse health effects if exposure occurs at
that specified concentration. When the concentration of a contaminant detected on or off
the site is above the comparison value it is further evaluated to determine the potential
for adverse health effects", discusses this point. The comparison values were added to the
tables of contaminants to identify the contaminants that are of concern according to
ATSDR standards and should be sampled for during any future on-site ambient air
sampling or off site residential air sampling. However to clarify the point, additional text
has been added to the discussion section to make the point that potential exposures exist
on-site to workers and people recycling as well as off site emissions are not clearly
defined. Therefore ambient air data are necessary to evaluate these potential exposures to
people who frequent the site and residents who live nearby.

The odor threshold range for hydrogen sulfide was obtained from Table 5.1, page 20 in
the "Odor Thresholds for Chemicals with Established Occupational Health Standards.
American Industrial Hygiene Association, 2700 Prosperity Avenue, Suite 250. Fairfax
Virginia, 1997". This range is based on a technical critique of primary odor threshold
values present in the literature and is the best estimate of odor thresholds for chemicals
with experimental data available for evaluation using a standard set of criteria.

Comment 135

Page 16. This page is very technical and provides little assistance in interpreting the
usefulness of the modeling exercise. The document should state the strengths and
weaknesses of the model in terms that are understandable to the lay public. The modeled
data should be provided with corresponding comparison values and ATSDR should
qualitatively describe how they feel about that information given the strengths and
weaknesses of the model. The paragraph on Page 17 starting with, " In conclusion,"
begins to do this. One of the clearer public health messages in this document "The annual
and one-hour average concentrations......were not at levels of health concern." is buried in
this paragraph. The reader needs to be provided with a clearer discussion of how
comfortable they should feel with that finding.

Response 15

Specific technical issues addressed in ATSDR's review of the NMOC emissions and
dispersion modeling procedure, used to evaluate potential off-site contaminant emissions,
are provided in Appendix C.

Comment 16

Page 17 Toxicological Evaluation The discussion regarding "data representing
concentrations inside pipes driven several feet into the ground..." should also be stated in
the Discussion sections where the types of available data are presented.

Response 16

Thank you for the comment, statements clarifying this issue have been added to the
Discussion section.

Comment 17



Page 18 The top paragraph provides some perspective for the reader regarding the
available data and should be repeated in the conclusion section. It also provides the
foundation for the recommendation regarding the need for more data.
Response 17
Thank you for your comments, please refer to conclusions 6 through 8 in the Conclusion
section and recommendations 1 and 2 in the Recommendation section of the document,
which address these issues.
Comment 18
Conclusions Conclusion #2. It would be more appropriate to discuss the soil gas data in
qualitative terms and not refer to comparison values. Conclusion #3 clarify that the highest
concentration of methane was found in soil gas as opposed to ambient air. This same
comment holds for all mention of landfill air sampling data. This conclusion should
mention the potential for migration of methane into confined spaces since the second
recommendation focuses on the need for monitoring in homes but there is nothing in the
text to support this. Conclusion #9 should provide more specifics on why this area is being
recognized as a potential health hazard. Is it because of the methane, is it because the
highest soil gas data were collected near this area, What?
Response 18
We appreciate your comments. Additional information has been provided in the sections
of the text suggested above to further clarify this issue.
Comment 19
Recommendations Since ATSDR is recommending air sampling, the limitations of this
approach should be outlined to illuminate the fact that ambient air sampling may not
answer citizens' concerns about exposure in the past and that representative ambient air
sampling is difficult to do and is reflective only of conditions of the landfill during the
sampling. ATSDR should provide more detail with respect to an air sampling and
monitoring plan that would provide useful data from a public health perspective
particularly if ATSDR is going to be interpreting the results.
Response 19
Thank you for your comment, please see the response to Comment 7 above. ATSDR will
be available to review and comment on any updated sampling plan for measuring ambient
air emissions at the Yaworski Landfill and within residential areas.

Table of Contenis

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 1825 Century Blvd, Atlanta, GA
30345
Contact CDC: 800-232-4636 / TTY: 888-232-6348
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. _MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

+

THIS' AGREEMENT, dated this 23 day of March, 2006, by and hetween

"ASPINOOK, LLC. ("Owner™) of Canterbury, Connceteut, snd MAN-IURCH, LLC

{"*Buyer™ of Norwich, Connecticut.
' | WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Owner is the owner of tond kiown a5 Lot #12 B, Packer Road,
Canterbury, Conpecticut more ;mnicularly bounded and described on Schedule A attached
thereto and made a part hcreufb_v reference (lhclr “Premises™; and

WHEREAS, the Dwnet.f hns'placed the Premises for sale; and

WHEREAS, the Bgycr 1s inderested in purchasing the Premises from the Owner;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutal promises and condivions
contained hereia, the parlia;s hereta sijpulate and agree as follows;

I. The Owner hias informed the Buyer that the Premises are laeated on
Packer Road. Camcrbu;'y. Comnectient, and tﬁat the Premises are located m or near &
Waste Manapement recycling fucility causing heavy truck tmffic on Packer Road and
further that the Premises are locmed in elose proximity lo vroperty known as the Yawaorski

Lawdiitl, o federally dechared Super Fund site, and further ihat the Premises are located in

close proximity to the Yaworski transfer station and activities associated therewith.

T4

BROWN JACOBSON BC.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
23 GOURYHOUSE SQUANE A0, BOR 301 NORWICH, CONNECTICUT de3ds-038L
SURNY @ OBTST  (BAC; ERG-ANEL '

.




Wl 178 BEEOILS

2. The Buyer‘herein stipulates and-ugrees that it is ful.iy aware that the
above described facitities will cause heavy truck traffic on Packer Road in close proximity
‘lp the Premises and futther the Buyer has been advised by Qwner to research the Super
Fund and landfill information at the Ca-n!erbury Town Library, and by the acceptance of a
deed from the Owner fransferring the Premises o the Buyer, the Buysr does he-neby

stipulate and agree that it has been fully informed of the presence of the facilities in close

proximity to the Premises and the heavy iruck traffic on Packer Road generated by said

facilitics and the Buyer by virue of the purchase of the Frerr;iscs hereby acknowledges

that it has full knowledge and factuat information of the conditions on Packer Road as

described herein, accepling the presence of such facilities fn close proximity ta the

meises and the truck teaffic exisiihg on Packer Road,

- 3. The Buyer hereby stipulates and agrees thet this Memorandum of
Understanding shall be recorded in the Luand Records of the Town of Canterbury and that
any successor in title or purcha&er of the Premises from the Buyer shafl be sobject 1o this
Memorandum of Understanding this day m.a:.de.

4. “Thin Agreerent shall be binding upon the successors and assigns of the

Buyer and shall run with the land.

#1716859 2

BROWN JACOBSGN PC.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
A8 COUMTHOUSE BOUARE  F.0. ROX 3Rl MONWICH, COMMECTICUT GU360.0x91
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August 4, 2008

Roger Shinkiewicz
Butts Bridge Road
Canterbury CT. 06331

Subject: Aspinook Textile Company/Corp.

To Whom It May Concern:

The Shinkiewicz family has lived in Canterbury, near the Quinebaug River for three
Generations. During my youth, my father Raymond Shinkiewicz was employed, for a time,
by the Aspinook Textile Company in Jewett City, Ct. On several occasions, 1 visited the
facility with my father.

I remember there were large machines and cloth everywhere. All different colors and
patterns. The smell of cloth and chemicals permeated the facility. My father stated that the
textile factory had been operating for many years even before 1900.

Sincerely

Roger Shinkiewicz
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Daniel Caruso, Chairman August 6, 2008
CT Siting Council

19 Franklin Square

New Britain, CT 06051

RE: Petition 784, commenis from Rivers Alliance of Connecticnt
Dear Chairman Caruso and Members of the Council:

I write in connection with your hearing scheduled for August 14. My comments are:
1) If a power plant is to be sited on a property that has no proximate access to ample
water, the plant should be air cooled. 2) The property that is the site of the proposed
diversion is in a highly contaminated neighborhood. A more detailed evaluation
would be helpful, if not throughout the property, then in the area closest to the known
contamination and/or in the area to be disturbed. 3) The Quinebaug River, in this and
adjacent segments, has multiple problems affecting flow and water quality. Three
new segments, including the one adjacent to the diversion site, were added to the
DEP’s draft 2008 list of impaired waters pursuant to the Clean Water Act Section
303d. Thus, six of eight segments are listed as impaired; two are unassessed.

Since removing water from the river will surely not improve either quantity or quality,
you might consider compensatory requirements as you did in the case of the Towantic
power plant in Oxford. PRE is conserving riverfront land in an easement, which is a
help. We also ask for program of ongoing evaluation of the river.

A general observation: Siting issues, including water access, need to be evaluated in
an early scoping process. This is now required under the Connecticut Environmental
Policy Act, which applies to state-funded projects. The PRE project has received a
lost-cost loan from the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund, and the DPUC has made it
eligible for premium pricing. Thus, rate payers and other residents of this state are
supporting the creation of this plant through a quasi-public agency and a state
regulatory body. Nevertheless it is not counted as a state project. Therefore, to the
frustration of everyone, water issues, the traditional barrier to plant construction, are
being taken up late in the day. This is not fair to anyone.

Thanks for your attention, Margaret Miner, Executive Director






ALISON U. HABER
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I’'m very concerned about the environmental impact that the
Plainfield Renewable Energy Power Plant water diversion will
have on the Quinebaug River and the surrounding area. The
Quinebaug , between Mill Brook and Butts Bridge, has recently
been tested and has been deemed impaired and the diversion
of nearly one million gallons of water a day will only degrade
this situation. A short distance downriver (4,000 feet) to the
proposed pump house and intake pipeline, is a Department of
Environmental Protection Wildlife Management Area
encompassing 24 acres. The area has a boat launch to the
Quinebaug and has been maintained by Canterbury residents
and the DEP. Bass Fishing Tournaments are frequently held.

There are stringent regulations regarding Wildlife Management
Areas and the PRE water diversion is in conflict with these
regulations.

The following Mission Statement was taken directly from the

DEP website in the section of “Air, Land and Water”. “The

mission of the Department is to protect these natural
features through programs that improve air quality,
restore and protect waterways and the habitats they
support, and address the remnants of Connecticut’s rich
industrial legacy through site cleanup and waste
management efforts. These programs foster protection
through continual environmental monitoring, protective
permitting initiatives, cleanup of contaminated sites,
enforcement, and pollution prevention.”

Jacqueline A. Desrochers | ; idma &/W

150 Gooseneck Hill Rd.
Canterbury, Ct. 06331
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Excerpts from C1’s 2008(305b) water assessment
Statement from Ms. Margaret Miner, Executive
Director, Rivers Alliance of CT

Letter to CSC from Mrs. Alison Haber

Letter to CSC from Ms. Jacqueline Desrochers

Letter to CSC from Mr. Robert Noiseux

Aspincok Pond (diversion/pump house area) photos
taken by Mr. Raymond Shinkiewicz
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